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ABSTRACT 

In recent years state governments have taken steps to 
strengthen their economic bases by promoting growth of 
high-technology .ndustries v/ithm their borders. A byproduct of this 
effort has been an increasing need for information on the geographic 
distribution of research and development (R&D) expenditures. The 
information m this report permits detailed analysis of state- and 
region-specific R&D activities by industry, academia, nonprofit 
institutions, and federal agencies. The first section contains 
highlights and summary information on state and regional R&D 
concentration levels. Comparisons between the distribution of R&D 
performance and other socioeconomic variables are included. The 
second section deals more specifically with R&D performance patterns 
wit hm each of the nine geographic regions. Appendix a details data 
sources used m the creation of this report. Data are presentee m 
tabular form for state, region, and performance sector m appendix B. 
Appendix C consists of personnel and funding profiles for each of the 
50 states, the District of Columbia, and th^i total United States. 
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h\ recent years, State Governments throughout the country have tak?n steps 
to strengthen their economic bases by promoting growth of high-technology m- 
dustries v'lthin their respective borders. A byproduct of this effort has been an 
increasing need for information on the geographic distrih; ion of research and de- 
velopment (R&D) expenditures. The information in this report permits detailed 
analysis of State- and region-specific R&D activities by industiv, acadomia, nonprofit 
institutions, and Federal agencies. 

This report complements ongomg data collection efforts bv the Division of 
Science Resources Studies to measure the extent of State support of R&D, as well 
as other activities within the National Science Foundation (NSF) uh.ch encourage 
interaction with State policymakers. These activities mcludo: 

• NSF/State cost sharing in the conduct of research and education as occurs through 
the Science and Engineering Education programs, the Research Center programs, 
and the Experimental Program to Stimulate CompetitA-e Research 

• NSF's State Initiative, coordinated in the Office ot Legislative and Public Affairs, 
which focuses on strengthening communication with State othcials to pursue 
mutual goals and to stress the link between the sc. nee and i-ngineering enterprise 
and Slate economic development 
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background 



During the 1980s, States have ini- 
tiated numerous science and tech- 
nology (S/T) programs in an effort 
to foster economic growth and high- 
technology development.^ An im- 
portant component of many such 
programs is to fund or otherv^ise en- 
courage in-State research and de- 
velopment (R&D) activity. To do so, 
States — which have long looked to 
the academic sector for such R&D 
performance — are nou^ Paying in- 
creasing attention to the R&D activ- 
ities of industry and not-for-profit 
organizations, academia-industry 
R&D linkages, and Federal R&D 
programs, such as the Supercon- 
ducting Super Collider. This in- 
crease in State S/T initiatives has 



'See, fur example, K (iUiki N'lthols, Tahuoh^if 
& Growth Stale luiiuttnv m Icthnoh'^Uiil Inmmiiwn, 
Final Report of rhf Task I urce i»n Tethnuluj>RaI In 
novation of fhe National Governors' Assuuation 
(Washmglon, D C , October 19Slj, Marianne K 
Clarke, Revitaliziti^ Statv Ktonomtc^, A Rnneioof State 
Etommic Darlopmcnt l\)}u ics and Vw^ravv^, N,itiunal 
Governors' AsscKiation (Washingtun, D C , 1986), 
and Beverly Jones, State Tahnolo^u Programs in the 
UhAed States, Governor' 's (^Oicc ot S( lente and Ted. 
nology, Minnesota Deparlmenl uf Irade and Ui) 
nomic Development (St Riul, Minn . juK 1988) 



created a need to gain a national per- 
spective on State-spocific R&D activ- 
ities.^ This report is directed to meet 
this need. 

The National Science Foundation 
(NSF) collects and maintains data en 
the resources devoted to R&D in the 
United States,, including: 

• the level of R&D expenditures, 

• the sources of such funds, 

the sector or organization per- 
forming the R&D, and 



''Broad comparative data overviews have been 
published by Amentrust/SRl, Imhcaior^. of h 
Cai>anty (Cleveland, Ohio, Decemb,. - 1986), and the 
Corporation for Enlerpnse Development, Makiu<^ the 
Grade The 1988 Dei>elopme}it Report Card for thi State 
(Washington, DC, April 1988) Regionallv based 
interest is exemplified by reports of the Souths. in 
Growth Policies Board and the Southern Technol- 
ogy Council, Saem e & Techuoh^^u TiCtuh m the South, 
1989, a. id the Institute for Illinois/Council of Great 
l^ikcs Governors, Science and Technolo^i/ in Mid- 
Awerica (Washington, D C , 1989) Data tabulation 
initiatives at the State level include Dtmald A HicKs, 
hiuoihttion and Tomorrow^ Kionorny The [\'i'^iom of 
Strute^'^ic hivc'stmcnf'i in a Rei^ional Scinice and lech 
Revarch Ik^e, RegK^nal Research and Tech- 
nology Program ot the North Texas C ommission 
(Dallas/Fort Worth, Texas, October ' .,,'d State 
of Ohio, Office of the Governor [ \ecutive Order 

7 "Creating the Governor's ( onimission to bet 
lorth the Ohio Science and Te».[,.>ology Stralegu 
Plan " (Columbus, Ohio, 1989) 



• the character of work undertaken 
(i.e., whether it is basR research, 
applied research, or develop- 
ment). 

Although those national estimates 
provide a r^ch source of information 
for researchers and policymakers, 
one constraint on analysis is the 
genera! absence of composite geo- 
graphic R&D performance data. By 
piecing together existing— although 
somewhat disparate — NSF data 
bases, this report should help to fill 
that gap. 

geographic 
r&d data 
sources 

NSF collects geographic data on 
R&D expenditures for the individual 
sectors ol the economy. These data — 
which cover varying time periods — 
generally are reported for the insti- 
tutions perfonmti^ the R&D rather 
than for those fumiifi^ ^^^'^ activi- 
ties. In this report, we have derived 
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statewide R&D expenditure totals b> 
summing the sector components re- 
ported by the Federal Government, 
industry, and academia, and those 
estimated for nonprofit institutions. 
Because 1985 is the most recent year 
for which industry geographic R&D 
data are available, the analysis gen- 
erally is based on that year. Al- 
though NSF is now collecting data 
from the State Governments on State- 
funded and -performed R&D, sim- 
ilar data are not available for the pe- 
riod covered here. 

In 1985, more than S107 billion was 
spent on R&D activities in the United 
States. Industrial R&D perform- 
ance — including that of industrially 
run federally funded research and de- 
velopment centers (FFREXIs) — reached 
$78 billion. These data are estimated 
from a sample survey of about 1,300 
companies. Federal agency obliga- 
tions ($13 billion in fiscal year (FY) 
1985) are used to estimate Federal in- 
tramural R&D performance. The uni- 
versity sector, including activities of 
university-administered FFRDCs, 
conducted $13 billion in R&D in 1985: 
State-specific R&D data are available 
for these FFRDCs and doctorate- 
granting institutions only, which ac- 
counted for 99 percent of sector total. 
R&D conducted by other noi\profit 
institutions and relat("d FFRDCs 
reached an estimated $3 billion in 1985. 



OnK Federal budget obligations to this 
sector, which totaled S2 billion in F\' 
1985, are available, however, on a by- 
State basis. ^ 

outline of 
report 

The remainder of this report is di- 
vided into two sections and three 
appendixes. 

The first section contains high- 
lights and summary information on 
State and regional R&D concentra- 
tion levels,, including 1975-85 trends, 
sectoral performance, and the rela- 
tive importance of Federal R&D 
funding. It also details comparisons 
between the distribution of R&D 
performance and other socioeco- 
nomic variables. 

The second section deals more 
sp:?cifically with the R&O perform- 
ance patterns within each of the 9 
geographic regions, particularly em- 
phasizing the 10 States in which more 



Vt' appt'iuljx A tor a moro toniplftc disttissmn 
i)t the data sourtt-s us-jti m this ri-purt 



than $3.5 billion of R&D (or 90 per- 
cent of total U.S. R&D) was con- 
ducted in 1985. 

Appendix A provides a detailed 
description of the NSF d sources 
used for this report. 

Appendix B is a set of tables on 
the R&D funding totals for each State, 
region, and R&D-performing sector. 
Included, for example, are: 

• industry-specific information for 
the industrial sector, 

• field-specific totals for the aca- 
demic sector, and 

• a breakdown of R&D funding and 
performance by Federal agency. 

Appendix C consists of personnel 
and funding profiles for each of the 
50 States, Washington, D.C., and the 
total United States. Included, for ex- 
ample,, are: 

• number of scientists and engi- 
neers, 

• science and engineering graduate 
enrollment, 

• population and labor force, 
'» R&D performance by sector, 

• Federal R&D obligations by 
agency, and 

• gross State product (GSP) and 
personal income. 
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highlights 



regional 
distribution 
of r&d 

expenditures 

The United States spent about $107 
billion on R&D activities in 1985. R&D 
undertaken in the Pacific region (in- 
cluding Alaska, California, Hawaii, 
Oregon, and Wash agton) ac- 
counted for 24 percent of the na- 
tional total (chart 1). This figure is 
considerably highei than the R&D 
accounted for in each of the other 
eight geographic regions. 

The second largest R&D-pcrform- 
ing region in the United States was 
the Middle Atlantic, which consists 
of New Jersey, New York, and 
Pennsylvania. These three States 
collectively accounted for 18 percent 
of the R&D performed ncitionwidc. 
R&D performance in the Great U^kes 
region (Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, 
Ohio, and Wisconsin) was third 
highest nalionally (16 percent of to- 
tal), and was followed by the 13-per- 



cent share reported for performers 
in the eight South Atlantic States and 
Washington, D.C The smallest R&D- 
performing region was the South- 
cast: Alabama, Kentucky, Missis- 
sippi, and Tennessee collectively 
accounted for only 2 percent of the 
U.S. total. 

r&d concentration 
within regions 

Although the Pacific region led the 
Xation in .uir* of total dollars spent, 
its R&D perfornuuKe took place 
mostly in California, 87 purLent of 
th^* region's R&D total was con- 
d ted there In contrast, R&D per- 
formance in the industrial centers of 
the Great Lakes was considerably less 
concentrated. Michigan performed 
38 percent of the regional total, Il- 
linois and Ohio each conducted about 
20 percent, and Indiana and Wis- 
consin performed the rest (table Ij. 
Each of the three Mid Atlantic States 
was among the Nation's leaders in 
terms of total R&D performance, al 
though New York alone accounted 



for 43 percent of the region's R&D 
effort in 1985. 

Among the six remaining regions, 
R&D performance generally is highly 
concentrated in just a few States. For 
example: 

• Massachusetts accounted for 63 
percent of the R&D expenditures 
m the Six New England States (9 
percent of the U.S. total), 

• Texas accounted for almost 84 
percent of the R&D expenditures 
in the four Southwest States (5 
percent of the U.S. total), 

• Minnesota accounted for about half 
of the R&D expenditures in the 
seven Plains States (4 percent of 
the U.S. total), and 

• Maryland accounted for one-third 
of the R&D expenditures in the 
South Atlantic region (eighJ States 
and the District of Columbia); this 
was 14 percent of the U.S. total. 

Even in the Southeast (2 percent of 
U.S. total), where R&D spending was 
uniforml) low in each of the region's 
four States, 43 percent of the re- 
gional total was performed in Ala- 
bama alone. 
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Chart 1. Distribution of total R&D performance 
across regions: 198S 



Billions of dollars 
0 6 10 15 20 25 30 




NHTP Aooroximatoiv $3 billion of the national R&D total ara geographical ly undlstrlbutad. 
SOURCE* National Science houndailon. SRS: table B-1 



Table 1. Distribution of R&D performance by States within regions 
and by regions within the Unitec^ States: 1985 

lOollars in millions] 



State 


Percent 
of region 


Region 
R&D= Percent of U S 

Nev^ cngiand 
$9,538= 8 9*^ - of U S 

$19,441 = 18 1 3 Of U S 


Connecticut 

Maine 

Massacnuseus . . . 
new ndriiponiic . 

RhoHp IcIanH 
niivjut; lolaiiU . 

VcilTlV'lll 


24 
1 

o3 
4 
0 


New Jersey 
New York . . 
Pennsylvania , , 


. _ . ,_ 

35 
43 
22 


Delaware . . 




— — 


District of Columbia 


12 




Florida 


16 




Georgia 




South Atlantic 


Maryland 


34 


$14,616= 136^. of US 


KJOfth Carolina 
r>iUi III OalUillla . 


o 




OUUin v^aiUillia 






V 11 yillla , . 


1 7 




West Virginia . 


V2 




MldUdmd 






I^Pntl i^lf u 
rsciiiuuisy . . 


1 *♦ 


Southeast 


iviiboibbippi 


1 1 


5.. ^oo =-2 1 0* U o 


Tennessee 


13 




Arkansas 


i 

1 ! 




LUUIbldRd 


7 ' 
f 


Southwest 


^^IMdMUIild . 


Q 


SO.^JU r 4 y Oi U S 


Texas 






Illinois . 


25 ' 




Indiana 


10 




Michigan 


38 


$16 798=: 15 of US 


Ohio 


2? 




Wisconsin 


6 ; 




lowa 






Kansas 


8 




Minnesota 


4/ 


Plains 


Missouri 


30 


$4 680 - 4 4 0^ U S 


Nebraska 


2 




North Dakota 


1 




South Dakota \ 




Arizona . 


cO 




Colorado 


20 




Idaho 


7 




Montana 


1 2 


Moo'Udin 


Nevada 


23 


$6 387r 5 9 '/US 


New Mexico 


41 




Utah 


H 




Wyoming 






Alaska 

California . i 
Hawaii . . 1 
Oregon 
Washington 


87 ' 
2 

10 


Pacific 
$25,487:^ 23 7 o of U S 

Undistributed 
$3,019= 2 8\ o« US 


1 





'Less man 1 percent 

NOTE Becau&e of founding p«rcen{s may not acJd Ic lOO 
SOURCE National Science FounOation Sf^S iaDie 6 i 



regional r&d 
growth: 1975-85 

Regional R&D performance 
growth has varied considerably since 
the midst' venties. Between 1975 and 
1985, the eight Mountam States re- 
corded the regional high of 8.1- 
percent average annual growth, ad- 
justed for inflation (chart 2). Most of 
this R&D growth resulted from ma- 
jor spending increases in Depart- 
ment of Energ>''s (DOE's) FFRDC and 
defense-related activities. The 
Southwest also experienced sub- 
stantial R&D growth (7.3 percent 
annually), although the neighbonng 
Southeast region had the slowest 
growth rate (3.5 percent) during this 
10-year peiiod. The largest R&D- 



performing regions. Pacific and New 
England, were in the middle range 
in terms of R&D growth rates. The 
two regions experienced real annual 
growth of 6.3 percent and 5.8 per- 
cent, respectively. Nationally, real 
R&D expenditures grew at a 5-per- 
cent rate during the 1975-85 period. 

In spite of the varying rates of R&D 
growth over this period, there was 
no change in the regional rankings. 
Tiie largest R&D-performing re- 
gions in 1975 were the largest such 
performers m 1985. The smallest R&D 
regions m 1975 were still the small- 
est in 1985. In terms of their per- 
centage shares of the national R&D 
total, however, the Pacific region 
snowed the largest gain and the Great 
Lakes States showed the largest rel- 
ative declines (table B-12). 



demographic 
and economic 
comparisons 

The geographic distribution of 
R&D performance differs somewhat 
from that of several of the more fre- 
quently cited socioeconomic indi- 
cators, such as population, income, 
GSP and manufacturers' shipments. 
Regional shares of R&D perform- 
ance, hov/ever, follow distribution 
patterns of Federal R&D obligations 
and employed Ph.D. scientists and 
engineers (table 2).** 

Coastal regions, particularly in the 
Northeast (New England and the 
Middle Atlantic) and West (Moun- 
tain and Pacific), account for dispro- 
portionately more R&D than is 
indicated by their shares of national 
income, output, population, or la- 
bor force. For example. New Eng- 
land's share of the R&D total (9 
percent) is about one-third greater 
than its share of the other national 
totals (between 5 percent and 7 per- 
cent each). In contrast, the R&D per- 
centage shares accounted for by the 
Southern regions (particularly the 
Southeast and Southwest, but also 
the South Atlantic) and two Central 
regions (Great Lakes and Plains) 
generally fall below their percentage 
shares of these other socioeconomic 
variables. Perhaps the most notable 
example of such disparities is pro- 
vided by the four Southwestern 
States. Although they collectively 
accounted for between 10 percent and 
12 percent of the Nation's popula- 
tion, income,, manufacturing out- 
put, and GSP, relatively little R&D— 
only 5 percent of the U.S. total — 
was performed there. 



*Zoro-order correlation^^, using data from the SO 
Statos and the District of Columbia, tond !o contirm 
these observations (see last row, tabic 2) It is to be 
expected that R&D performance is highlv correlated 
with Tederai R&D funding (0 913) anu doctoral S i 
trnpltivnienl (0 937) The federal Go%erp- ni was 
the source of about half the U S R&U in 198H Fur- 
ther, one-third of all emploved doctoral scientists 
and engineers reported R&D as their Prima rv* work 
activity Ti pared, for example, tt) 27 percent wh(» 
listed ^f.»c 1 



Chart 2. Average annual R&D performance by region: 19T5*85 

(Based on 1982 real dollai?} . - : . 




. 0 < 2 4^ / - 6 

SOURCE: National Sciencd Foundation, SRS; table B-12 
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Table 2. Comparison of R&D performance with other demographic and economic variables: 1985 







Federal 












Doctoral 
scientists 

and 
engineers 


Science/ 
engineering 

graduate 
enrollment 


Region 


Total R&D 


R&D 
obligations 


Total funds 


Gross State 
product 


Disposable 
income 


Manufacturing 
shipments 


Resident 
population 


Labor force 




(Dollars in millions) 


(in thousands) 


Total distributed .. . 


104,4? 


47,078 


761.642 


3,902,246 


3,320.072 


2.253,724 


238,737 


115,709 


423,642 


432,162 




Percent 


Northeast 


27.8 


22.9 


21.3 


22 1 


23 4 


19.9 


20 9 


21 0 


26.0 


25 4 


New England . . 


9.1 


9.7 


6.3 


5.7 


6 1 


55 


5.3 


57 


78 


7.7 


Middle Atlantic 


18.6 


13.3 


15.0 


16.4 


17.3 


14 4 


156 


15 3 


18.3 


17.7 


North Central 


20.6 


10.6 


21.7 


23.7 


24 2 


31 8 


24 8 


25.1 


20.6 


22.9 




16.1 


6.8 


138 


167 


17 2 


23.8 


17.4 


17.5 


146 


168 


Plains 


4.5 


3.8 


7.9 


70 


70 


80 


7.4 


76 


60 


6.1 


South 


21 1 


31.3 


34.6 


32.6 


31.1 


32.6 


34 3 


337 


30 0 


27.5 


Ov/Ull1 MUO 11 . 


14.0 


23.7 


19.4 


15.7 


16.1 


138 


168 


16.8 


17.8 


14.7 


Southeast — 


2.2 


3.6 


5.7 


5.1 


4.9 


65 


63 


5.9 


4.1 


3.8 


Southwest 


5.0 


4.0 


95 


11.8 


10 1 


12 3 


11 1 


11.0 


8.1 


9.0 


West 


305 


35.2 


22.4 


216 


21 3 


156 


20.0 


20 2 


23 6 


24.1 




6.1 


9.6 


5.5 


52 


4.9 


2.9 


54 


54 


64 


56 


Pacific 


24.4 


26 5 


16.9 


16 3 


16 4 


12.7 


14 7 


14 8 


16 9 


185 


Correlation 

with total R&D^ .. . 


100 


.923 


.907 


880 


897 


i 

785 


8S2 


862 


937 


863 



'Based on data for (he 5C States and the Dtstnct of Columbia All results are significant at the OOi level 

SOURCES National Science Foundation, SRS. Bureau of the Census. Bureau of Economic Ana'y^ts and doreau of Labor Statistics 



quently, the smallest 30 States col- 
lectively accounted for only 10 
percent (roughly 510 billion) of the 
R&D conducted nationwide. 

The R&D distribution patterns of 
the top 10 States have remained 
^athtr stable over time. Each of the 
States ranked among the top 10 in 
1985 also were among the top 10 R&D 
States in 1975. As a percenlage or 
the U.S R&D total, these 10 in- 
creased their share frorr 64 percent 
to 66 percent over this period. The 
largest relative gains were reported 
for Texas (moving from 10th to 7th) 
and New jersey (from 3th to 3rd) 
(chart 4). The K&D undeit^tken in 
Pennsylvania showed the largest 
relative decline among these 10 
leaders — its rank uropped from 
fourth in 197S to eighth in 1985. 



State 

distribution 
of r&d 

expenditures^ 

State distribution of R&D 
performance is rather highly con- 
centrated (chart 3). Five States (Cal- 



^Unless otherwise indicated, information on State 
rankings and sectoral pt-rtormance is based on R&D 
expenditures that are distnbuted b> Statt The pur 
centage share calculabons exclude undistnbuted K&D 
expenditures, which ^qual 3 percent of the national 
total. See appendix A for a descnption oi the un- 
distributed totals 



ifornia, New York, \^ew jersey, 
Michigan, and Massachusetts) ac- 
counted for half the U.S. R&D total, 
and 10 States (adding Maryland, 
Texas, Pennsylvania, Illinois, and 
Ohio) accounted for two-thirds of the 
total. California's R&D performance 
reached 522 billion in 1985; total R&D 
ranged between S3 billion and 59 bil- 
lion in each of the other nine leading 
States. Performers m each of the next 
11 States and the District of Colum- 
bia (table B-2) spent more than SI 
billion and — combined with the first 
10 States — collectively accounted for 
90 percent of the Nation's R&D. In 
contrast, only 8 percent of the U.S. 
R&D effort was performed in the next 
13 States; performers in the remain- 
ing 16 States accounted for a total 
estimated 2-percent share. Conse- 



1 



7 




ERIC 



I. 



state 
concentration in 
r&d-performing 
sectors 

Within individual sectors, av dde- 
mia's R&D performnnce is some- 
what more dispersed geogn.phically 
than are industrial anil FHtral R&D 
spending — but no by much. 
Twenty-f Sfates accounted for 90 
'^rcent of the total RUD performed 
by the academic sector in 1985, com- 
pared to the 20 and 17 States that 
accounted for 90 percent of indus- 
trial and Federal .&D, respectively. 
The 10 largest States in terms of ac- 
ademic R&D performance ac- 
counted for 67 percent of the $13 
billion spent in 1985. Comparable 
shares for tnv 10 Federal and indus- 
trial performers were 80 percent and 
73 percent.^ 

Not coincidentally, most ot the 
States that are national leaders in to- 
tal R&D performance also are lead- 
ing R&D performers in one or more 
individual sectors of the economy 
(table 3). For example, of the 10 States 
that lead in total R&D performance, 
all but Maryland were ranked among 
the top 10 industrial performers and 
all but Ohio were ranked among the 
top 10 academic performers. While 
State rankings are somewhat more 
mixed in the Federal and nonprofit 
sectors, each of the 10 leaders in to- 
tal R&D is ranked among the upper 
half of R&D performers in both of 
these two sectors. State R&D per- 
formance rankings thus are, in gen- 
eral, strikingly sirriilar acioss all 
sectors. 



*The broader distnbution of academic R&D ' 
part because academia tendb to perform rtSOarch— 
more than 90 percent of total — rather tb-in devel- 
opment By companson. Federal and indu'^trMi per- 
formers focus on development efforts— 6() percent 
and 75 percent, respectively, of their R&D totals 
Because development activities are likelv to require 
large-scale operations concentrated in fewer lo* a 
tions, R&D dispersion thus might be s<^mevvh."l more 
attainable for the academic sector than it is for the 
Federal Covernmcnl or industry 
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'Rankings based on rederal R&O obligations lo nonprofit .nstitutions 

NOTE Because data ^or industrial R&O performnaoe were suppressed for some States, total and industrial sector rank- 
ings must be grouped to avoid disclosure See appendix A, Technical Notes 
SOURCE National Science Foundation. SRS 



o 

ERIC 



1' 



9 



ratio of r&d 
performance to 
gsp 

Because the above rc.nlsings are 
based on absolute levels of expend- 
itures, they do not take into account 
such factors as States' size or eco- 
nomic "health." One way to aijust 
for such non R&D-related differ- 
ences is to divide R&D expenditures 
by data on GSP7 The resulting pic- 
ture of by-Stste R&D concentration 
is somewhat different (chart 5). 

Of the 10 largest States in terms 
of absolute R&D performance, only 
5 also were ranked among the top 
10 in terms of their R&D/GSP ratios 
(Maryland, Massachusetts. New 
Jersey, California, and Michigan). 
The largest R&D/GSP ratios were 
achieved by New Mexico (11 per- 
cent) and Delaware (8 percent).^ 
These two States were ranked about 
11th and 25th, respectively, in terms 
of total in-State R&D performance. 
Washington, Connecticut, and the 
District of Columbia also were among 
the R&D/GSP lop 10, although they 
were not so highly ranked in terms 
of absolute R&D spending. Califor- 
nia and New York, on the other 
hand, were the top two performers 
in terms of R&D dollars spent, but 
were only 7th and 17th, respec- 
tively, in terms of their R&D^GSP 
ratios. 



'GSP data were published retentiv bv the Bure.iu 
of Economic AnalvsK, U S Department Com- 
merce See V Renshavv, I Frott, |r and }i Fric- 
dcnberg, "Gross Sjate rnHhict bv Induslr\'. 196'^- 
Sunrv of Current lUi<mcs^, Vol f>8, \o ^(Wash- 
mgton, D C , Mav I9«K) 

"•Actually, these ratios are based on the midpoints 
o( the R&D performance ranges in table B 1 The 
full R&D'CSP range tor Xeu Mexico is 10 o percent 
to 1 1 9 percent, Tor Delaware i' is 7 6 percent to H ^ 
percent At either end of their respective ranges, 
these two States remain first and second in terms 
of R&D/GSP rankings 



Chart 5. Size of total R&D performance by State: 1985 




Ratio of totai R&D performance to Gross State Product by State: 1985 




Includes 'ho District of Columt)i3 
SOURCES National Science Foundation 5RS. tabieB3 Bureau of Economic Analysis 
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Chart 6. Distribution of sectoral R&D performance by region: 1985 
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SOURCE: National Science Foundation, SRS; tablos B-1 and B-4 



In contrast to the position shifting 
experienced by States with high and 
middle rankings, the very smallest 
States in terms of R&D performance 
(the bottom 15) also were ranked 
among those with the lowest R&D/ 
GSP ratios (i.e., less than 1 percent). 
These States have uniformly low 
R&D expenditure and economic 
output levels. 

Nationwide, R&D spending was 
equivalent to 2. 7 percent of gross na- 
tional product (GNP) in 1985. Per- 
formance in 13 States and the District 
of Columbia exceeded this ratio, 
whereas the R&D/GSP ratio of 37 
States fell below the national mean 
(table B-3). The median ratio was 
about 1.5 percent — 25 States above 
and 25 States below. 



geographic 
distribution 
of r&d 

spending by 
sector 

industry 

Of the four sectors of the economy 
for which detailed R&D data are 
available — industry, Federal Gov- 
ernment, universities and colleges, 
and other nonprofit institutions — 
industry accounted for the largest 
share of R&D performance in each 
of the nine geographic regions (table 
B-4). Nationally, industry accounted 
for 73 percent of the R&D total. Its 
share of regional performance totals 
ranged from 47 percLni in the South 
Atlantic States to 84 percent in the 
Great Lakes States. The Pacific re- 
gion, however, accounted for the 
largest regional share (26 percent, or 
S20 billion) of industry's national 
R&D effort (S78 billion) (chart 6). 



Aircraft and missiles companies per- 
formed the bulk — 23 percent — of the 
Nation's industrial R&D effort (table 
B-8), and was the largest industrial 
R&D performer in 11 States (table 
B-7) 

federal 
government 

Almost halt the Federal Govern- 
ment's intramural R&D perform- 
ance ($12.9 billion) was undertaken 
m the South Atlantic region (espe- 
cially the District of Columbia and 
Its neighboring States, Maryland 
and Virginia). Govern n.ent's 



performance accounted for a region- 
leading 4] -percent share of the South 
Atlantic's R&D total. i£\ contrast, the 
Federal Government perfomied only 
4 percent of the R&D conducted in 
both the Great Lakes and Plains re- 
gions. Nationwide, Federal agencies 
performed 12 percent of the R&D 
total: the Department of Defense 
(DOD) accounted for 64 percent of 
the Federal R&D performance effort 
m 1985 (table B-6). The Department 
of Health and Hi an Services (HHS) 
and the Natu .lal Aeronautics and 
Space Adm.nistration (NASA) each 
accounted for about 9 percent of to- 
tal, and the Department of Agricul- 
ture (USDA) performed 5 percent of 
the Federal R&D 
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academia 

As a percentage of the academic 
sector's total R&D effort (S13.1 bil- 
lion, including FFRDCs), the Pacific 
region again led all others, account- 
ing for 26 percent ($3.4 billion) of 
total. Academia, however, ac- 
counted for a region-leading 21-per- 
centage-point share of R&D in the 
eight Mountain States — $1.4 billion. 

Much of this sector's regional im- 
portance is due to the large role 
FFRDCs play in the total academic 
R&D effort. FFRDC: accounted for 
51 percent and 57 percent, respec- 
tively, of academia's 1985 R&D ef- 
fort in the Pacific and Mountain 
regions. 

Academia's relative contribution 
to total R&D was lowest- 9.7 per- 
cent — in the Middle Atlantic region, 
where the sector's performance 
reached almost $1.9 billion in 1985. 
In all other regions of the country, 
the academic sector accounted for 
between 10 percent and 16 percent 
of total R&D activity. Nationwide, 
academia's share of the country's 
R&D total was 12 percent. 



nonprofit 
institutions 

Based on available geographic 
nonprofit data (tha* is. Federal ob- 
ligations to this sector),'^ the New 



"Sec appendix A tor Kirlhei details on data avail- 
able for the nonprotu M-ctor 



England States— specifically Mas- 
sachusetts—led all others by a large 
margin in terms of the nonpiofit re- 
gional R&D share. The nonprotit 
sector accounted for S.9 percent of 
New England's R&D performance 
compared to a 2-percent share or less 
in each of the other eight regions. 



sectoral 
distribution by 
state 

The relative importance of the 
various sectors differs somewhat be- 
tween States with large R&D activity 
and those where little R&D is con- 
ducted. Generally, in terms of per- 
formance shares, academia is the 
most important sector in States with 
small overall R&D performance lev- 
els. Industry R&D, on the other 
hand, accounts for a relatively larger 
share of total in States where sub- 
stantial R&D activity is undertaken 
bv all sectors. 

Chart 7 illustrates the point. The 
sector shares for South Dakota, the 
State with the smallest amount of 
R&D performance, are plotted on the 
left-hand vertical axis. About 40 per- 
cent o'f South Dakota's R&D is per- 
formed by the academic sector: the 
remainder is almost evenly split be- 
tween industry and the Federal 
Government. Moving across the 
chart, larger by-State R&D perform- 
ances are sequentialh' summed, with 
the plotting along the right-! md axis 



showing distribution shares for total 
U.S. R&D performance. Industry 
share of total is 74 percent; the Fed- 
eral Government and academia ac- 
count tor 11 percent and 12 percent, 
rcbpectAoly, and the nonprotit sec- 
tor for 2 percent. 

Although reiauve sector shares 
fluctuate somewhat, within the 
smaller States' R&D performance 
subtotals, academia is by far the most 
important sector, followed by Fed- 
eral intramural performers, and then 
the industrial sector. (The non- 
profit sector generally accounts for 
between 1 percent and 3 percent of 
all R&D performance subtotals.) Only 
after the smallest 12 States are 
summed does industr\''s share ot the 



Those ».akulatK'ns dti nut include either R&D 
expenditures tor the Oistnct of Columbia or those 
that could not be geographically distnbii\^d (see 
.ippendix A) \\ hile the undistnbutcd puriiun ib a 
relatudv small part ut the U S R&D total— 2 8 per- 
cent — its impt)rtance vanes considerably within each 
ot the individual sectors For example, undisln- 
buted industr)' tunds account tor most (49 6 per- 
cent, or 4 billion) ot all undistributed funds, but 
equals onh I S percent ot the S78 2 billion spent by 
mduslrv m 1^85 Bv com pan son, undistn buted funds 
accounted tor 3 3 percent (SO 4 billion) of the Federal 
Go.ornment's, i 4 percent of academia's (SO 2 bil- 
lion), and an estimated 31 0 percent of the nonprofit 
M for's (SI 0 billion) R&D pertormance (table B-4) 

'Ln..^ cities and colleges in Hawaii accounted 
tor 65 percent ot ail R&D pertormed m the Stale In 
onK SIX other States (Alaska, Arkansas, Nebraska, 
\urth Dakota, Suuth Dakota, and VVvomingj did 
the academic sector account for more than 40 per- 
cent ot the K&D total Each ot these seven States 
ranked among the 15 smallest m terms ot total by- 
Stale U&D pertormance 
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Chart 7^ Distribution of cumjiilative R&D performance 
- '&y$eptbn1985 
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SOURCE- National Science Foundation^ SR8 ■ > . ^ 



R&D total reach those of govern- 
ment and academia Each of the three 
sectors account for about one-third 
of the R&D performed. 

Thereafter, relative shares of both 
government and academia de- 
crease, while that of industry m- 
creases. The summed R&D 
performance shares of the 25 small- 
est States are 64 percent for indus- 
try, 20 percent for academia, and 14 
percent for the Federal Govern- 
ment. Adding in the R&D perform- 
ance in the 23 largest States, changes 
in sector distribution subtotals are 
more subtle. Generally, IndNstry ac- 
counts for about 70 percent of R&D 



performance subtotals, the Federal 
Government's share fluctuates in a 
12-percent to 16-p^rcent range, and 
academically performed R&D de- 
clines steadily from 20 percent to 
about 12 percent of total 

distribution 
of federai r&d 
obiigations 

The Federal Government pro- 
vided approximately half the R&D 



funds spent nationwide in 1985. Al- 
though the State distribution shares 
of Federal R&D funds and total R&D 
pcrtormance do not match exactly, 
the two do tend to go hand-in-hand 
(tables 2 and B-5). States that ac- 
count for a large share of the Na- 
tion's R&D performance generally 
receive a large share of the Federal 
Government's R&D support. 

DOD IS the primary source of Fed- 
eral R&D funds in 33 States and the 
District of Columbia and the sec- 
ondary Federal source in 7 States, li 
provided 63 percent of all Federal 
R&D funds in 1985. Industry— es- 
pecially electrical equipment and 
aircraft and missiles firms — is the 
major recipient of defense-related 
R&D support. The academic sector, 
however, also has received consid- 
erable DOD funding for research in 
such fields as engineering and 
mathematics and computer sci- 
ences. 

Overall, HHS is the second largest 
Fe leral fiinder of R&D (mostly 
biomedical), comprising 12 percent 
of the Federal total. HHS is the pri- 
mary funder in 5 States and the sec- 
ondary funder in 24 others. Other 
pnmary Federal R&D funding agen- 
cies are DOE (in seven States, three 
of which are in the Mountain re- 
gion), UbDA (in Montana, Ne- 
braska, and North Dakota, States 
with large rural economies), and the 
Interior (in two States — South Da- 
kota and mineral-rich Alaska). DOE 
accounted for 11 percent of the 1985 
Federal total, USDA for 2 percent, 
and the Interior for less than 1 per- 
cent. NASA provided 7 percent of 
all Federal R&D funds, but was not 
the primary Federal source of funds 
in anv individual State 
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characteristics of 
regional r&d 
performance 



The scope and scale of its R&D 
activity IS unique to each of the nine 
geographic regions. For example, the 
performance shares of the different 
sectors vary extensively from one re- 
gion to another (chart 8). lndustr>''s 
R&D role is most pronounced in the 
Great Lakes; academic R&D has its 
largest regional share in the Moun- 
tain States (however, if academically 
administered ITRDCs are excluded, 
academia's relative R&D share is 
largest in the Southwest); the Fed- 
eral Government's performance is 
greatest— both in absolute and per- 
centage terms— in the South Atlan- 
tic region; and nonprofit R&D 
performance is highest in New Eng- 
land. 

At a more disaggregated level, the 
differences in regional R&D 



porfoi mance are even more striking. 
For example, although industry ac- 
counts for the largest share of the 
R&D total in each region, the major 
product lines of the R&D-perform- 
ing companies differ considerably 
among States. Academic research 
fields also differ by region, as does 
the role of various Federal agencies 
in terms both of funding research 
and conducting intramural R&D. 

new england 

The six New England States ac- 
counted for 8.9 percent ($9.5 billion) 
of the U.S 1985 R&D total. Four re- 
gions performed more R&D; four 
performed less. Most (about 63 per- 
cent) of New England's R&D was 



undertaken in Massachusetts. This 
State was ranked fifth nationally in 
terms of total and industrial R&D, 
third in academic R&D, and first in 
Federal R&D obligations to the non- 
profit sector. Connecticut accounted 
for 24 percent of the region's R&D 
total, the region's four other States 
performed 13 percent of total. 

New England's industrial R&D 
performance shar^, was about aver- 
age for the Nation as a whole— 72.6 
percent versus 72.8 percent. The re- 
gion's three top R&D-performing in- 
dustries were electrical equipment 
(especially the communications seg- 
ment in Massachusetts), computers, 
and aircraft and missiles (especially 
in Connecticut) (tables B-7and B-8). 
Two-thirds of the region's industrial 
R&D was company-funded, one- 
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third of the funds came from Federal 
sources (chart 9). Most of these Fed- 
eral R&D dollars were spent by com- 
panies in the electrical equipment 
industry — many of which were small, 
high-tech companies established over 
the last decade along Massachu- 
setts' famed Route 128 corridor. 

DOD was the leading Federal in- 
tramural performer in the region (ta- 
ble B-6): Almost half of its regional 
activities were undertaken in Rhode 
Island. DOD and HHS were the top 
two Federal sources of R&D funds 
in each of the six States (table B-5). 

The academic sector performed 12 
percent of New England's R&D to- 
tal; the Massachusetts-based, DOD- 
sponsored FFRDC, Lincoln Labora- 
tory, accounted for one-quarter of 
this. Most (80 percent) of the re- 
gion's academic R&D funds was 
provided by the Federal Govern- 
ment HHS provided almost half the 
R&D funds used by academic per- 
formers other than FFRDCs. Of the 
non-Federal sources of academic 
R&D, industiy provided 28 percent 
of New England's total; this was more 



.Charts. R&D performance 
In the New England region 
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than industry's relative contribution 
in any other region (table B-11). State 
and local governments provided onl)' 
6 percent of the non-Federal total, 
this was the lowest nationwide. 

Academic R&D was concentrated 
in the life sciences (35 percent) and 
the >'arious engineering disciplines 
(29 percent) (table B-10). Only in the 
Pacific region did the academic sec- 
tor spend more on engineering R&D 
than was similarly spent in New 
England. 

Fourteen percent of Massachu- 
setts' total R&D performance was in 
the nonprofit sector. (Most was un- 
dertaken in the primarily DOD- 
funded Draper Laboratories.) Given 
this large proportion, the nonprofit 
sector accounted for 9 percent of New 
England's R&D total. The Massa- 
chusetts nonprofit sector received 
more Federal R&D funds — of which 
60 percert was from DOD and 35 
percent from HHS— than did this 
sector in any other State. 



middle atlantic 

Each of the three Mid-Atlantic 
States was ranked among the top 
eight in terms of total R&D in both 
1975 and 1985. New York was ranked 
second in both years, and New Jer- 
sey moved from fifth to third. Penn- 
sylvania, on the other hand, dropped 
from fourth to (Eighth largely as a 
resiv of slow industrial R&D growth. 
Overall, the region was second only 
to the Pacific States in terms of total 
R&D performance in 1985: Eighteen 
percent (S19.4 billion) of thp U.S. to- 
tal was conducted in the Mid-Atlan- 
tic 

Industry accounted for 83 percent 
of the regional R&D effort. This was 
nearly identical to industry's leading 
84*percent share in the Great Lakes. 
In terms of by-State industrial R&D 
activity. New York, New jersey, and 
Pennsylvania were ranked second, 
fourth, and sixth, respectively, in 
1985. In New York, the machinery 
(especially computers) and electncal 
equipment (especially communica- 



tion) industries were largest, with 
each reporting R&D performance of 
more than SI. 5 billion. The electrical 
equipment industry also was the 
largest R&D-performing industry in 
both New Jersey and Pennsylvania. 
Moreover, the chemicals (in both 
New York and New Jersey) and in- 
struments (New York) industries 
each expended more than $1 billion 
on R&D. About one-third of the re- 
gion's total industrial R&D funds 
came from Federal sources (chart 10) 
and were received largely by firms 
developing computer and commu- 
nications systems for the military. 
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Federal agencies performed 6 per- 
cent of the R&D undertaken in the 
region, and DOD accounted for 88 
percent of this total. This was the 
highest Federal agency performance 
bhare in any of the nine regions. 

Academia performed 10 percent 
of the Mid-Atlantic R&D total. Al- 
most half of this was in the life sci- 
ences; 29 percent was in the physical 
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sciences. Federal agencies funded 72 
percent of the academic R&D activ- 
ities. Excluding FFRDCs, which re- 
ceived most of their funding from 
DOE, HHS provided 56 percent of 
the region's academic Federal R&D 
total. Only the Pacific region re- 
ceived more Federal funds for aca- 
demic R&D; only the South Atlantic 
and Great Lakes regions received 
more non-Federal academic R&D 
funding (table B-9). New York was 
the 2nd largest academic performer 
in the Nation (14 percent of the State's 
R&D w^as performed by this sector), 
Pennsylvania was 8th largest, and 
New Jersey was 10th nationally. 



great lakes 

No other region saw its share of 
the R&D total fall as much as did the 
Great Lakes between 1975 and 1985. 
Within the five Great Lakes States, 
R&D performance fell from 17.0 per- 
cent to 15.6 percent ($16.8 billion) of 
the Nation's total during this pe- 
riod. While most of the relative de- 
cline resulted from slow growth in 
Ohio — which fell from 7th to 10th 
nationally — by-State R&D also fell 
as a percentage of the national total 
in Michigan (moving from 3rd to 4th), 
Illinois (9th each year), and Wiscon- 
sin (between 23rd and 26th in both 
years). R&D growth in Indiana was 
about oven with the national growth 
rate — 11.8 percent per year or a 5- 
pcrcent annual increase in real terms, 
just as these States' R&D growth rates 
have not differed substantially from 
one another, the R&D undertaken 
in the region also is fairly well dis- 
tributed: Three States were ranked 
among the top 10 in 1985 and the 
other two also placed above the na- 
tional median. 

Industry accounted for a region- 
leading 84-percent ^^hare of total. 
Michigan, Illinois, and Ohio each was 
ranked among the top nine indus- 
trial performers in the country. In 
fact, the industrial sector was rela- 
tively more important in Michigan 
than in any other State except Del- 



aware, accounting for 94 percent of 
Michigan's R&D total. Most (80 per- 
cent) of the State's R&D expendi- 
tures were provided by motor vehicle 
companies. Conversely, two-thirds 
of the R&D performed nationwide 
by this industry ($7.1 billion in 1985) 
took place in Michigan. Companies 
in the electrical equipment, chemi- 
cals, and rubber pnviucts industries 
performed mort than $500 million 
in R&D in Ohio; the largest indus- 
trial R&D performers in Illinois were 
electrical equipment (especially 
communication) and machinery 
companies. Almost all — 92 per- 
cent — of the region's 1985 industrial 
R&D performance was funded by 
companies. The Federal Govern- 
ment pr 'ed little industry R&D 
support irt 11). 

The academic sector accounted for 
10 percent of the regional R&D total 
and — excluding that performed at 
the DOE-sponsored Argonne Na- 
tional Laboratory in Illinois — was 
distributed rather evenly among the 
States. Forty percent of the region's 
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academiL R&D was in the life sci- 
ences and about onc-fourJi was in 
the physical sciences. HHS pro- 
vided half the Federal funds for 
academic R&D (excluding Ar- 
gonne). Institutional sources ac- 
counted for 49 percent of a:ademia's 
non-Federal funding, onl) 14 per- 
cent came from industry. 

Federa^ and nonprofit performers 
together comprised only 5 percent 
of the Great Lakes' R&D total DOD 
was the largest Federal R&D per- 
former, most of its work took place 
in Ohio. 



plains 



The seven Plains States collec- 
tively accounted for 4.4 percent (S4.7 
billion) of the 1985 national R&D 
performance total. They held a 3.8- 
percent share in 1975. The region's 
largest performers, Minnesota and 
Missouri, ranked 15th and 19th na- 
tionally in 1985. Four of the region's 
States — Kansas, Nebraska, and the 
Dakotas — placed among the small- 
est third in terms of total R&D per- 
formance. 

Most (82 percent) of the R^ D in 
the Plains was performed by indus- 
try; the largest perfor.'iiers were 
computer, aircraft and missiles, and 
chemical companies. Companies 
funded 77 percent of the region's in- 
dustrial R&D; the Federal Govern- 
ment funded the rest (chart 12). 

The importance of the industrial 
sector to the R&D effort in the Plains 
States varies considerably. Compd- 
nies accounted for most of the ^^&D 
undertaken in Minnesota (89 per- 
cent of total) and Missouri (85 per- 
cent), but for much less in the largely 
rural States of Nebraska (36 per- 
cent). South Dakota (31 percent), and 
Ncrth Dakota (18 percent) (table B4). 

Universities and colleges ac- 
counted for a region-leading 14-per- 
cent share and for abiiut one-third 
or more of the R&D in four of the 
Plains States (North Dakota, .Ne- 
braska, South Dakota, and lovva). I lie 
dollar amount of academic R&D was 
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south atlantic 

Total R&D activities in the South 
Atlantic equaled S14.6 billion, or 13.6 
percent of the 1985 U.S. total. This 
is roughly the same share of total it 
held in 1975. Maryland was the re- 
gion's largest R&D performer; it rose 
from seventh to sixth i i terms of to- 
tal R&D during this period. The re- 
gion's largest relative gains, however, 
were made by South Carolina which 
moved from about 40th in 1975 to 
31st in 1985. 

Nonacademic R&D in the region's 
eight States and the District of Co- 
lumbia was rather evenly split be- 
tween industry and the Federal 
Government (chart 13). Industry's 
R&D shar^ (47 percent) \.*::s smaller 
in the South Atlantic than in the other 
eight regions, even though this sec- 
tor comprised about 95 percent of 
Delaware's total R&D — the national 
high in 1985. 



quite small, however, and was con- 
centrated in the life sciences (68 per- 
cent of the S0.7 billion academic R&D 
total). HHS pro ded 63 percent of 
the Federal funds for academic R&D; 
this explains (in part) the high con- 
centration in the life sciences. As a 
share of academic total, the HHS 
contribution was more than in the 
other eight regions. 

Fully half of academic R&D was 
funded by non -Federal sources This 
made the Plains one of onlv two re- 
gions (the Southwest was the other) 
where non-Federal academic R&D 
funding was larger than Federal 
funding. Nationwide, Federal funds 
account for 73 percent of the aca- 
demic — including university- 
administered FFRDCs— R&D effort 
(table B-9). 

Federal intramural performance 
equaled only 3 percent of the re- 
gion's R&D effort: USDA was re- 
sponsible for half cf this, which was 
undertaken primarily in Iowa. 
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Aircraft and missiles and chemical 
companies accounted for most of the 
industrial R&D effort, and was per- 
formed priniarily in Florida (whi^rh 
ranked 13th in total industrial per- 
formance in 1985), Maryland (ranked 
14th), and Delaware (ranked 19th). 
Maryland and Virginia also have a 
large number of telecommunica- 
tions, computer software, and elec- 
tronics firms performing R&D for fhe 
Government.*^ Most companies 
performing R&D in North Carolina 
(ranked about 22ncJ nationally) are 
located in the Research Tnangle Park, 
v%hich is the largest planned re- 
st rch park in the United States. 

Federal intramural performance 
accounted for 41 percent (S6 billion) 
of the region's R&D total and was 
performed mostly by DOD, HHS, 
and NASA. In no other region did 
Federal performance or share of to- 
tal reach nearly as high. Almost half 
the Federal Government's total in- 
tramural performance took place in 
the South Atlantic, especially Mary- 
land, the District of Columbia, and 
Virginia. Indev-^d, the Federal R^D 
effort IS the primary reason why 
Maryland is ranked sixth in terms of 
to al R&D: It accounted for 60 per- 
cent (S3 billion) of the State's 1985 
R&D total. A large share of this re- 
gional effort, however, included 
Federal R&D administrative activi- 
ties in addition to laboratory re- 
search. 

The academic sector accounted for 
11 percent of the regional perfor- 
mance total and, as in many other 
regions, was concentrated in the lit** 
sciences. Academic research in the 
math and computer sciences was also 
well represented in this region: 14 
percent of the Nation's math 
computer science R&D was unc 
taken here — second only to the Pa- 
cific region. The Fed.^ral Government 
funded two-thirds of the academic 
R&D in the South Atlantic, of which 
52 percent came trom HHS. Of the 
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non-Federal academic R&D sup- 
port, 52 percent was provided from 
universities' own funds, compared 
with a 46-percent share nationwide. 



southeast 

The four Southea'^t States ac- 
counted for the smallest share of the 
Nation's regional R&D total in 1985— 
2.1 percent, or S2.3 billion. More- 
over, this was down slightly from a 
2.4-percent share in 1975. Abbama, 
the Southeast's largest 1985 per- 
former ranked just 23rd nationally 
in terms of total R&D. Half the 
Southeast's RfeD effort was per- 
formed by industry, one-^liird bv the 
Federal Government, and the rest 
by academia and other nonprofit in- 
stitutions. 

The Southeast region performed 
less than 2 percent of the Nation's 
industrial R&D total. Tennessee ac- 
counted for the largest industrial 
R&D performance, but was ranked 
only 24th nationally in this sector. 
The larg >\ R&D-performing indus- 
try in both Tennessee and Alabama 
was aircraft and missiles. In Ak- 
bama, much ol the industry R&D 
has been related {he Strategic De- 
fense Initiative. Not surprisir\gly, 
given industr/s defense focus, the 
Federal Government provided 51 
percent of the funds used in the re- 
gion industrial R&D activities (chart 
14) The Federal share of industry's 
R&D regional effort was second 
largest in the Nation after the Pacitic 
region, where Federal funds ac- 
counted for H) percent of the indus- 
trial total. 

DOD and NASA were the largest 
Federal intramural performers in the 
Southeast (63 percent and 25 per- 
cent of the 1985 sertor total, respec- 
tively). Most of NASA's regional 
R&D activities were performed in 
Alabama, and DOD accounted for 
one-third of ali k&D performed m 
Mississippi. 

Only 54 percent of the R&D per- 
formed in the Southeast's universi- 
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Industry accounted for 76 percent 
of the region's R&D otal, two-thirds 
of which was funded out of com- 
panies' own funds (chart 15). Most 
fJ^7 percent) of the Southwest's in- 
dt'«;triai R&D was undertaken in 
TeAas. Leading the Statf-'s industrial 
performers were petroleum r'^fin- 
ing, primary metals, electrical 
equipment, and aircraft and missiles 
co^rjpaniei: Each reported R&D ef- 
torts of between S500 million and S900 
million in 1985. Petroleum refining 
companies were also among the 
largest industrial R&D performers in 
Oklahoma and Louisiana. 

The Federal Government ac- 
counted for 12 percent of the re- 
gion's R&D total. The largest Fed- 
eral performer — half of total — was 
NASA's work in Texas, 

Academra performed 16 percent 
of the region's R&D. Although the 
sector's R&D performance in Texas 
far outdistanced that of its neigh- 
boring States in dollar terms, aca- 
demia was most important in 



ties and colleges was federally 
funded — compared with 73 perc it 
nationally, the remaining 46 percent 
came from non-Federal sources. HHS 
and USDA were the largest Federal 
funding agencies. State and local 
governments provided the largest 
shar^^ (37 percent) of the non-Fed- 
eral total (table B-11). Of the aca- 
demic R&D total, 75 percent went to 
the life sciences in 1985. 

southwest 

During the 1975-85 decade, the 
four Southwest States increased from 
a 3/>percent share of U.S. R&D 
funding to *».9 percent ($5.2 billion). 
All of this increase is due to R&D 
grv)v\ th in Texas, which moved from 
10th to 7th in terms of total R&D 
performance, and— in 1985 — ac- 
counted tor 84 percent of all RvD 
undertaken in the region. 
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Arkansas and Louisiana as a share 
of State total. About 40 percent of 
all R&D in these two States was per- 
formed by universities and colleges. 

The Southwest is the only region 
in which non-Federal sources ac- 
counted for a larger share of the ac- 
ademic R&D total than did Federal 
sources — 53 percent versus 47 per- 
cent. It is also the only region in 
which there was no academically 
administered FFRDC R&D activity. 
The universities themselves and State 
and local governments were the 
source of most non-Federal funds (43 
percent and 25 percent of total); HHS 
provided 58 percent of the Federal 
funding to academic R&D. 



mountain 

The eight Mountain States ac- 
counted for 5.9 percent ($6 4 billion) 
of the national R&D total in 1985 
This was about 30 percent greater 
than its 1975 share, making R&D 
growth in the Mountain region 
greater than in any other region dur- 
ing this 10-year period. Growth was 
most rapid in Idaho, New Mexico, 
Arizona, and Colorado. 

The academic sector accounted for 
one-fif^h of the regional R&D activ- 
ity, a figure which led the Nation in 
terms of this sector's share of re- 
gional performance levels. Over half 
(57 percent) the region's academic 
total was R&D performed in uni- 
versity-administered FFRDCs (chart 
16) located in New Mexico, Arizona, 
and Colorado. DOE sponsored 82 
percent of this research; New Mex- 
ico's Los Alamos Scientific I abora- 
tory performed 90 percent ui the 
region's academic FFRDC R&D total 
(table B-10). Over one-quarter of the 
academic R&D effort was provided 
separately to universities and col- 
leges by Federal agencies. Non-Fed- 
eral sources funded only 17 percent 
of the academic effort. Industry pro- 
vided 21 percent of the non-Federal 
total — the second largest share in the 
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Nation. R&D in the physical sci- 
ences accounted for 33 percent of the 
academic total, engineering for 25 
percent, and the life sciences for 21 
percent. 

Industry accounted for 55 percent 
of the regionally performed R&D; 
industry's share of the R&D total was 
smaller only in the Southeast and 
South Atlantic regions. Machinery 
companies in Arizona and Colorado 
and electrical equipment companies 
in New Mexico were the largest in- 
dustry performers in the Mountain 
States. 

Federal intramural performance 
was 22 percent of the region's R&D 
total — this was second only to its 4 1 - 
percent share of total in the South 
Atlantic region. DOD activities pre- 
dominated in the Mountain States, 
representing 85 percent of this sec- 
tor's total, and occurring primarily 
in New Mexico. 



As a result of the R&D undertaken 
in California, the Pacific region led 
all others in terms of total, indus- 
trial, and academic R&D expendi- 
tures. The region accounted for 23.7 
percent (S25.5 billion) of the R&D 
performed nationwide,, and Califor- 
nia accounted for 87 percent of the 
regional effort (20.7 percent of the 
U.S. total). In 1975, the Pacific re- 
gion accounted for 21.1 percent of 
the national R&D total, and Califor- 
nia alone for 18.6 percent. Washing- 
ton's share of the Nation's R&D total 
also grew from 1.8 percent to 2.4 
percent between 1975 and 1985. 

Industry performed almost 80 
percent of the Pacific States' R&D; 
DOD was the most important source 
of revenues for such activities. By 
far, mo3t of the region's R&D was 
performed by California's airaaft and 
missiles industry. It accounted for 
56 percent ($10 billion) of the State's 
industrial R&D expenditures. Air- 
craft and missiles firms were also the 
largest R&D performers in Wash- 
ington and Hawaii. The electrical 
equipment industry ($1.9 billion), 
especially including electronic com- 
ponents, was the second largest in- 
dustrial R&D performer in California. 
Many of these high R&D-perform- 
ing companies are located in San 
Francisco's Silicon Valley. Primarily 
because of the defense-related na- 
ture of the aircraft and missiles and 
electrical equipment industries, 60 
percent of the region's industrial 
R&D total was funded by the Fed- 
eral Government (chart 17). 
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The Pacific was the only region in 
which Federal funds to industry ex- 
ceeded that of industry's own fund- 
ing. Although California is the 
leading recipient (SIO billion) of Fed- 
eral funds for industrial R&D per- 
formance ($27 billion provided 
nationwide), industries in Washing- 
ton jt\d Hawaii also had more Fed- 
eral than companies' own R&D 
expenditures in 1985. 

Academia performed 13 percent 
($3.36 billion) of the Pacific region's 
R&D. Most of this ($1 .73 billion) was 
performed by four California FFREXZs 
which were funded primarily by DOE 
and NASA. Federally funded non- 
FFRDC performance accounted for 
another 34 percent (SI. 15 billion) of 
academia's total — of which -^5 per- 
cent came from HHS and 18 peiCent 
from DOD. Of the region's non-Fed- 
eral academic R&D funds (only 15 
percent of sector total), industry 
provided just 7 percent. Its percent- 
age contribution was lowest of the 
nine regions. In dollar terms, in- 
dustry's academic R&D funding of 



Pacific universities and colleges was 
only slightly more than for South- 
east and Plains instituuons. 

In terms of the region's total ac- 
ademic R&D performance, the five 
Pacific States accounted for one-third 
or more of the national effort in the 
math and computer sciences, engi- 
neering, and the environmental sci- 
ences. No other region's academic 
R&D performance levels were nearly 
as high. Academia accounted for one- 
quarter or better of the R&D per- 
formed in Hawaii, Alaska, and Or- 
egon. 

Although in dollar terms. Federal 
intramural R&D performance was 
higher only in the South Atlantic and 
Mountain regions, it accounted for 
just 5 percent of the Pacific region's 
total R&D effort. Of the Federal re- 
gional performance, DOD activities 
in California accoiuited for 73 p .r- 
cent. In the other four Pacific States, 
but primarily Washington, Federal 
spending by all agencies — espe- 
ciallv NASA — accounted for the rest. 
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appendixes 

a. technical notes 

b. detailed statistical 
tables 

c. state personnel and 
funding profiles 



appendix a 



technical 



industry 

The National Science Foundation 
(NSF) sponsors an annual survey of 
industrial research and develop- 
ment (R&D) which has been con- 
ducted by the U.S. Bureau of the 
Census for about 30 years. A sample 
of approximately 13,000 companies 
was drawn in 1981; estimates of total 
1985 industrial R&D expenditures 
were derived from this sample. 
About 1,800 companies in the sam- 
ple — those firms with R&D expend- 
itures exceeding 51 million — received 
a survey form each year between 1981 
and 1986. Data for the remaining 
companies are estimated until the 
next sample is drawn. ^ According to 
the survey instructions, industry re- 
porting is limited to R&D m the 
physical sciences, including related 
engineering, and the biological sci- 
ences, which includes medicine but 
not psychology. Market research ac- 
tivities are specifically excluded from 
the R&D survey definition. 
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In odd-numbered years, survey 
respondents are asked to report the 
dollar amounts of R&D performed 
within each State that the company 
has R&D laboratories or facilities. Up 
to 10 percent of a company's R&D 
total may be reported as "not dis- 
tnbuted by State." Because of this 
provision, in 1985 — the most recent 
year for which these data are avail- 
able— 51 .4 billion (1.8 percent) of in- 
dustry's national 578.2 billion total 
was not broken out by State. In this 
report, such funds also are left un- 
distributed rather than allocated to 
individual Sta*es. 

Another difficulty is that, to avoid 
disclosing individual company op- 
erations, the Census Bureau p- 
presses: certain data on industrial 
R&D expenditures which it collects 
for NSF. In 1985, data were withheld 
for nine States and the District of 
Columbia.*^ The suppressed am.ount 
equaled 52.2 billion, or 2.8 percent 
of the Nation's industrial R&D per- 
formance in that year. 
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Although it withholds data for 
some individual States, the Census 
Bureau includes performance esti- 
mates of companies located in such 
States in the appropriate regional to- 
tals. For example, 1985 industrial 
R&D performance was estimated at 
56.92 billion in the six New England 
States. Specific amounts equaling 
S6.64 billion were reported sepa- 
rately for Connecticut, New Hamp- 
shire, Massachusetts, and Rhode 
Island; this left the remaining $281 
million to be jointly accounted for 
by the region's other two States 
(Maine and Vermont). 

This report provides ranges within 
which the Census-reported indus- 
trial performance data fall. The high 
and low ends of the State ranges were 
obtained from information recently 
made available in an NSF industry 
report.-^ While the industry report 
does not disclose information sup- 
pressed by the Census Bureau, it 
does provide by-State details on to- 
tal industrial R&D (see appendix ta- 
ble 1 of that report), company-funded 
R&D (appendix table 3), and the rank 
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of the 20 States with the largest in- 
dustnal R&D expenditures (table 2). 
The industry report also contains a 
chart which groups each State b> one 
of five industrial performance cate- 
gories: 

• more than $2 billion, 

• between SI billion and S2 billion, 

• between SO. 5 billion and SI bil- 
lion, 

• between S75-S500 million, and 

• less than S75 million. 

These data are used to derive the 
industrial performance ranges in the 
present report. 

federal 
government 

Geographic data for Federal intra- 
mural R&D performance are budget 
obligations as reported by the 10 ma- 
jor R&D-supporting agencies."* Ob- 
ligations in this report are for the 
fiscal year (FY) ending September 30, 
1985. These amounts are for orders 
placed, contracts awarded, services 
received, and similar transactions 
during FY 1985 regardless of when 
funds were appropriated and when 
future payment of money is re- 
quired. Consequently, obligation 
data differ from outlays since these 
latter represent the amounts for 
checks issued and cash payments 
made during a given period, regard- 
less of w^hen the funds were appro- 
priated. Intramural government R&D 
activities cover costs associated v 'ith 
the planning and administration of 
intramural and extramural R&D 
programs by Federal personnel as 
w^ell a« actual mtramural R&D per- 
formance. 

In FY 1985, S426 million— or 3 per- 
cent of 'he reported S12.9 billion in- 
trami jl total — could not be 
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distributed among the individual 
States. This R&D was performed by 
agencies other than the tup 10, for 
which detailed State data are re- 
ported. 

academia 

This sector consists of all institu- 
tions of higher education, both pub- 
lic and private, as well as those 
federally funded research and de- 
velopment centers (FFRDCs) ad- 
ministered by universities and 
colleges or their consortia. Regional 
R&D performance totals are avail- 
able for all universities and colleges 
combined (S9.52 billion in FY 1985); 
however, State- specific R&D 
expenditures data are available only 
for institutions that grant doctorates 
in science and engineering (S9.38 
billion, or 98.5 percent the uni- 
versities' and colleges' t . 1985 to- 
tal). The difference between these 
two figures was left undistributed 
throughout this report; No attempt 
was made to allocate such R&D to 
the individual States. Because of the 
small dollar amounts involved,, the 
omission from any one State's per- 
formance total should ^e minimal. 

University-administered FFRDCs 
performed S3.53 billion worth of R&D 
in 1985. The amounts were assigned 
to the States where the FFRDCs are 
located (that is, where the R&D is 
performed). These are not necessar- 
ily the same States in which the ad- 
ministering institutions have their 
campuses. 

nonprofit sector 

NSF does not collect geographic 
R&D performance data for nonprofit 
institutions outside the academic 
sector. Therefore, to proxy the per- 
formance of these institutions, this 
report uses FY 1985 Federal R&D ob- 
I'^ations, by State, to nonprofit in- 
stitutions and FFRDCs administered 
by nonprofit institutions. Conse- 
quently, the State and regional data 



for this sector are reported b) source 
rather than by performer, exclude 
all non-Federal sources of funds, and 
result in a large undistributed com- 
ponent. 

In FY 1985, the nonprofit sector's 
total R&D performance was an es- 
timated S3. 3 billion,^ of which Fed- 
eral obligations accounted for S2.2 
billion. This leaves approximately 
Sl.l billion of this sector's R&D per- 
formance not distributed by State. 

In general, zero figures indicated 
for individual States represent FY 
1985 Federal R&D obligations of less 
than S0.5 million. Only in South Da- 
kota were there no reported Federal 
R&D obligations to nonprofit insti- 
tutions. 

r&d performance 
in 1975 

Table B-12 in this report contains 
1975 R&D performance data and 
1975-85 growth rates for the United 
States, each of the 9 regions, and 37 
States. These data generally were 
compiled in the same way as de- 
tailed above for 1985: 

• Industry performance is based on 
the NSF'Census company re- 
ported survey. 

• Federal performance is FY 1^*75 
obligations. 

• Academic performance is for all 
universities and colleges, not just 
doctorate-granting institutions, 
and includes FFRDCs. 

• Nonprofit performance is FY 1975 
obligations to nonprofit organi- 
zations and associated FFRDCs. 

Total R&D performance data for 
13 States and the District of Colum- 
bia are not reported ip table B-12. 
This is because the industrial R&D 
component is unavailable for either 
1975 or 1985. 
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Table 0-1. Geographic distribution of R&O performance by sector: 1985 
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Un^jistributed 


$3,019 


$1,391 


$426 


$180 


$1,022 


Oklahoina 


443 


304 


26 


96 


17 














Texas 


4,372 


3,492 


249 


591 


40 















1/ For the nonprofit sector, funds distributed by State include only Federal obligations to organizations in this sector. Nonprofit 
R&O performance using non- Federal funds are undistributed. Zero figures represent Federal obligations of less than $0.5 million 

2/ For the industry sector, reported data fall within the range specified but have been withheld by the Census Bureau to avoid 
disclosing individual company operations. Range for state total is R&O performance of Federal Government, universities and 
colleges, and other nonprofit institutions, plus the low and high ends of the industry R&O performance range. 



SOURCE: National Science Foundation, SRS., See appendix a. Technical Notes. 
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Table B-2. States leading in R&D performance by sector: 1985 



Total R&D 
<$ mi 1 1 ions) 


Rank 


All sectors 


Industry 


federal 
ooverr/nent 


Academi a 


Other 
nonprofits 1/ 


$22 293 


\ 


Ca I i f orni a 

w C] ^ 1 1 \jt Ilia 


Ca I i f ornia 


Maryland 


Cal if ornia 


Massachusetts 


8^371 


2 


New York 


New York 


D.C. 


New York 


California 


6,722 


3 


New Jersey 


Michigan 


California 


Massachusetts 


New York 


6,370 


4 


Michigan 


New Jersey 


New Mexico 


New Mexico 


Virginia 


6,022 


5 


Massachusetts 


Massachusetts 


New Jersey 


1 1 1 inois 


Washington 


A, 951 


6 


Maryland 


Pennsylvania 


Virginia 


Texas 


. C. 


4,372 


7 


Texas 


Texas 


Ohio 


Maryland 


Pennsylvania 


4,3A8 


8 


Pennsylvania 


1 1 1 inois 


Alaoama 


Pennsylvania 


Colorado 


4,154 


9 


1 1 1 inois 


Ohio 


Florida 


Michigan 


1 1 1 inois 


3,688 


10 


Ohio 


Washington 


Texas 


New Jersoy 


Ohio 


2 545-2 654 


11 


Unu Mexico 


Connecticut 

wVI tl ^ 1 W %J V 


Pennsylvani a 


Ohio 


Texas 


2,596 


12 


Washington 


Minnesota 


Rhode Island 


North Carolina 


Minnesota 


2,404 


13 


Flor'Ga 


Florida 


Massachusetts 


Wisconsin 


Maryland 


2,310 


14 


Connecticut 


Maryland 


Connecticut 


Georgia 


New Mexico 


2,211 


15 


Minnesota 


Indiana 


North Carolina 


Washington 


Alabama 


1,947 


16 


Virginia 


Missouri 


Mississippi 


Colorado 


Michigan 


1,685-1,759 


17 


D.C. 


Arizona 


Colorado 


Florida 


Oklahoma 


1,643 


18 


Indiana 


Colorado 


Arizona 


Connecticut 


Oregon 


1,424 


19 


Missouri 


Delawa re 


Washington 


Minnesota 


North Carolina 


1,309 


20 


Colorado 


Virginia 


New York 


Virginia 


Missouri 


1,269 


21 


Ar i zona 


1 New Mexico 


Tennessee 


Arizona 


Tennessee 


1,193 


22 


North Carolina 


1 North Carolina 


1 1 1 inois 


Missouri 


Rhode Island 


973 


23 


Alabama 


Wisconsin 


Georgia 


Indiana 


Maine 


944 


24 


Wisconsin 


Tennessee 


Nevada 


Iowa 


New Jersey 


828-945 


25 


Hp 1 Aunrp 


(iPnra 1 a 

U w W 1 ^ 1 CI 


Mi ch i gan 


Loui si ana 


Ml ssi ssi DDI 

II 1 ^ ^ 1 ^ ^ 1 p^M 1 


831 


26 


Georgia 


Idaho 


Utah 


Oregon 


Florida 


734 


27 


Tennessee 


South Carolina 


Indiana 


Alabama 


Connecticut 


493 


28 


Rhode Island 


Alabama 


Missouri 


Utah 


Georgia 


491 


29 


Utah 


Iowa 


New Hampshire 


Tennessee 


Hawai i 


488 


30 


Iowa 


Utah 


Oregon 


Oklahoma 


Wisconsin 


476 


31 


South Carolina 


Oklahoma 


Louisiana 


South Carolina 


Indiana 


454 


32 


Idaho 


New Hampshi re 


Minnesota 


Kansas 


Louisiana 


450 


33 


Oregon 


Kansas 


Kentucky 


D.C. 


Utah 


443 


34 


Oklahoma 


Oregon 


West Virginia 


Nebraska 


Arizona 


Smallest performers Alaska 


Alaska 


Alaska 


Alaska 


Alaska 


(alphabetically) 


Arkansas 


Arkansas 


Arkansas 


Arkansas 


Arkansas 






Hawai i 


D.C. 


Delaware 


Delaware 


Delaware 


< 400 


35-51 


Kansas 


Hawai i 


Hawaii 


Hawai i 


Idaho 






Kentucky 


Kentucky 


Idaho 


Idaho 


Iowa 






Louisiana 


Louisiana 


Iowa 


Kentucky 


Kansas 






Maine 


Maire 


Kansas 


Maine 


Kentucky 






Mississippi 


Missi ssippi 


Maine 


Mi ssissippi 


Montana 






Montana 


Montana 


Montana 


Montana 


Nebraska 






Nebraska 


Nebraska 


Nebraska 


Nevada 


Nevada 






Nevada 


Nevada 


North Dakota 


New Hampshire 


New Hampshire 






New Hampshire 


North Dakota 


Oklahoma 


North Dakota 


North Dakota 






North Dakota 


Rhode Island 


South Carolina 


Rhode Island 


South Carolina 






South Dakota 


South Dakota 


South Dakota 


South Dakota 


South Dakota 






Vermont 


Vermont 


Vermont 


Vermont 


Vermont 






West Virginia 


West Virginic 


Wisconsin 


West Virginia 


West Virginia 






Wyoming 


Wyoming 


V^/oming 


Wyomi ng 


Wyomi ng 



1/ Rankings based on Federal R&D obligations to nonprofit institutions. 
SCUKCE: National Science Foundation, SRS 
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Table B-3. Ratio of R&D performance to gross state product 
by State ranking: 1985 



RANK 






[Dol lars 


in millions! 




fGSP 


R&D 




R&D 


GSP 


R&D/GSP 


1 


11 


New Mexico $2,545-$2,654 


========= 

$23,887 


10.9%* 


2 


25 


Delaware 


828-945 


10,966 


8.1%* 


3 


6 


Maryland 


4,951 


70,580 


7.0% 


4 


17 


D.C. 


1 , 685 • 1 , 759 


27,185 


7.0%* 


5 


5 


Massachusetts 


6,022 


106,148 


5.7% 


6 


3 


New Jersey 


6,722 


142,302 


4.7% 


7 


1 


California 


22 , 293 


496,850 


4.5% 


8 


4 


M i ch i gan 


6,370 


143,719 


4.4% 


9 


12 


Washington 


2,596 


71 ,756 


3.6% 


10 


14 


Connecticut 


2,310 


64,696 


3.6% 


1 1 


28 


Rhode Island 


493 


13,961 


3.5% 


12 


32 


Idaho 


454 


13,027 


3.5% 


13 




Vernwnt 


237-288 


7,915 


3.3%* 


14 


15 


Minnesota 


2,211 


71,183 


3.1% 






United States 


107,456 


3,963,346 


2.7% 






15 


20 


A ''i zona 


1,269 


48,589 


2.6% 


16 


8 


Pennsylvania 


4,348 


172,990 


2.5% 


17 


2 


New York 


8,371 


336,071 


2.5% 


18 


20 


Colorado 


1,309 


56,713 


2.3% 


19 


35 


New Hampshire 


368 


16,585 


2.2% 


20 


10 


Ohio 


3,688 


167,645 


2.2% 


21 


29 


Utah 


491 


23,172 


2.1% 


22 


9 


1 1 1 inois 


4,154 


198,138 


2.1% 


23 


18 


Indiana 


1,643 


80,262 


2.0% 


24 


16 


Virginia 


1,947 


95,369 


2.0% 


25 


23 


Alabama 


973 


51,919 


1.9% 


26 


19 


Missouri 


1,424 


79,220 


1.8% 


















Median Ratio Value 




•5*7 
CI 


13 


Florida 


2,404 


164,340 


1 .5% 


28 


7 


Texas 


4,372 


307,615 


1 .4% 


?9 


24 


Wisconsin 


944 


72,716 


1.3% 




cc 


North Carolina 


1,193 


93,821 


1 .3% 


31 


30 


Iowa 


488 


42,100 


1.2% 


5c 


17 


Oregon 


450 


38,922 


1.2% 


30 


31 


South Carolina 


476 


41,832 


1.1% 


V/ 


CI 


Tennessee 


734 


67,560 


1.1% 






R&D/GSP Ratio of 


< 1 Percent 












3D 


"kit 


Alaska 


59-73 


21,237 






"kit 


Arkansas 


68 


29,926 






26 


Georgia 


831 


94,121 








Kawai i 


76-90 


17,994 






36 


Kansas 


359 


40,364 








Kentucky 


306 


51,234 








Louisiana 


348 


79,719 








Maine 


58-109 


15,896 








Mississippi 


245 


30,819 








Montana 


43-117 


11,543 








Nebraska 


116 


25,639 








Nevada 


127-173 


17,918 






** 


North Dakota 


57 


10,725 






34 


Oklahoma 


443 


50,842 






** 


South Dakota 


23 


9,297 








West Virginia 


153-301 


23,541 




51 




Wyoming 


27 


12,777 





* Midpoint of estimated range for R&D/GSP ratio. 

** Among the smallest 15 States in terms of total R&D performance. 



SOURCES: National Science Foundation, SRS, and Department of commerce 



Table 8-4. Percent distribution of R&O performance by state and sector: 1983 





Percent of total State performance 




Percent of total sector performance 


Region and State 


Total 


I ndus t ry 


Federal 


'J&Cs Nonprofits 


Total 


Industry 


» "^deral 


U&Cs 


nonprofits 


United States 


100.0% 


72, HX 


12.0/C 


12.1% 


3.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


Northeast 


100.0 


79.6 


6.2 


10.6 


3.6 


27.0 


29.5 


13.9 


23.5 


32.5 


New England 


100.0 


72.6 


6.1 


12.4 


8.9 


8.9 


8.9 


4.5 


9.0 


26.2 


Connecticut 


100.0 


85.6 


6.0 


8.2 


0.2 


2.1 


2.5 


1.1 


1.4 


0.2 


Maine 1/ 


100.0 


58.5 


3.6 


24.9 


13^0 


0. 1 


0.1 


O.K. 


0.2 


0.3 


Massachusetts 


100.0 


69.3 


3.0 


14.1 




5.6 


5.3 


1 .4 


6.5 


25.3 


New Hampshire 


100.0 


79.9 


9.7 


10.3 


0. 


0.3 


0.4 


0.3 


0.3 


0.0 


Rhode Island 


100.0 


40.1 


46.1 


11.5 


2. 


0.5 


0.3 


1.8 


0.4 


0.3 


Vermont 1/ 


100.0 


88.5 


1 .0 


10.5 


n 1 


0.2 


0.3 


0.0 


0.2 


0.0 


Middle Atlantic 


100.0 


83.0 


6.3 


9.7 


1 n 


18.1 


20.6 


9.4 


14.4 


6.3 


New Jersey 


100.0 


82.5 


13.3 


4.1 


0.1 


6.3 


7.1 


6.9 


2.1 


0.3 


New York 


100.0 


83.8 


1.0 


13.7 


1 .4 


7.8 


9.0 


0.7 


8.8 


3.6 


Pennsylvania 


100.0 


82. 1 


5.5 


in A 


1 ft 


4.0 


4.6 


1 .8 


3.5 


2.4 


North Central 


100.0 


83.8 


4.2 


11 1 


n 0 


20.0 


23.0 


7.0 


18.2 


5.7 


Great Lakes 


100.0 


OH .J 


4.6 


in 


n ft 


15.6 


18.1 


6.0 


13.3 


4.2 


I Uinois 


100.0 


77.8 


2.1 


lA S 


1 7 


3.9 


4. 1 


0.7 


5.9 


2.1 


Indiana 


100.0 


87. ^ 


3.0 


9.7 


n 1 


1.5 


1.8 


0.4 


1,2 


0.1 


Michigan 


100.0 


93.8 


1.2 


4.7 


n X 


5.9 


7.6 


0.6 


2.3 


0.5 


Ohio 


100.0 


77.2 


i;.5 


7.1 


1 2 


3.4 


3.6 


4.1 


2.0 


1.3 


Wisconsin 


100.0 


71 .6 


2.7 


25^4 


0.3 


n 0 

u . y 


0.9 


0.2 


1.8 


0.1 


PUins 


100.0 


82. 1 


2.9 


13.9 


1.1 


4.4 


4.9 


1 . 1 


5.0 


1 .6 


Iowa 


ioo]o 


64.9 


4.1 


'^i n 


n 1 

U . 1 


o.'s 


0.4 


0.2 


l!2 


o]o 


Kansas 


100.0 


79.3 


2.2 


18.3 


n 2 


0.3 


0.4 


0.1 


0.5 


0.0 


Mi nnesota 


100.0 


89.1 


1 .4 


7 ft 


1 


2.1 


2.5 


0.2 


1.3 


1 . 1 


Missouri 


100.0 


84.8 


3.0 


11.3 


n 0 


1 .3 


1 .5 


0.3 


1.2 


0.4 


Nebraska 


100.0 


36.2 


10.7 




n 0 

u . y 


0.1 


0. 1 


0. 1 


0.5 


0.0 


North Dakota 


100.0 


17.5 


28.6 


53.4 


0.6 


0. 1 


0.0 


0.1 


0.2 


0.0 


South Oakots 


100.0 


30.7 


28.9 


40.3 


n n 


0.0 


0.0 


0. 1 


0. 1 


0.0 


South 


100.0 


54.4 


31 .8 


12.2 


1 A 


20.6 


15.4 


54.2 


20.7 


11.0 


South Atlantic 


100.0 


46.6 


41 .0 


10.6 


1 .8 


13.6 


8.7 


46.3 


11 .9 


8.0 


Delaware 1/ 


100.0 


96.9 


0.3 


2.7 


0.1 


0.8 


1 . 1 


0.0 


0.2 


0.0 


D.C. 1/ 


100.0 


2.1 


89.0 


3.7 


5.2 


1 .6 


0.0 


11 .8 


0.5 


2.7 


Florida 


100.0 


76.2 


15.1 


8.5 


U.J 


2.2 


2.3 


2.8 


1.6 


0.2 


Georgia 


100.0 


62.0 


10.3 


27.2 


0.5 


0.8 


0.7 


0.7 


1.7 


0.1 


Maryland 


100.0 


29.0 


59.6 


10.7 


0.6 


4.6 


1 .8 


2? ft 


4.1 


1.0 


North Carolina 


100.0 


66.8 


11.5 


20.5 


1.2 


1.1 


1 .0 


1 . 1 


1 .9 


0.4 


South Carolina 


100.0 


81.7 


4.2 


14.0 


0.2 


0.4 


0.5 


0.2 


0.5 


0.0 


Virginia 


100.0 


41.1 


44.6 


8.6 


5.7 


1 .8 


1 .0 


6.7 


1 .3 


3.4 


West Virginia 1/ 


100.0 


73.8 


13.2 


12.9 


0. 1 


0.2 


0.2 


0.2 


0.2 


0.0 


Southeast 


100.0 


53.5 


31.1 


13.7 


1.7 


2.1 


1.5 


5.4 


2.V 


1.2 


Alabama 


100.0 


i9.8 


47.4 


10.7 


2.1 


0.9 


0.5 


3.6 


0.8 


0.6 


Kentucky 


100.0 


72.3 


10.1 


17.6 


0.0 


0.3 


0.3 


0.2 


0.4 


0.0 


Mississippi 


100.0 


25.4 


5o!i 


21 .5 


3.1 


0.2 


0.1 


0.9 


0.4 


0.2 


Tennessee 


100.0 


73.3 


11.8 


13.4 


1 K 


0.7 


0.7 


0.7 


0.8 


0.3 


Southwest 


100.0 


76.4 


6.3 


16.1 


1 . 1 


4.9 


5.1 


2.5 


6.5 


1.8 


Arkansas 


100.0 


22.2 


32.1 


44.4 


1.2 


0.1 


0.0 


0.2 


0.2 


0.0 


Louisiana 


100.0 


53.7 


9.6 


36. 1 


0.6 


0.3 


0.2 


0.3 


1 .0 


0.1 


Oklahoma 


100.0 


68.7 


5.9 


21.6 


3.9 


0.4 


0.4 


0.2 


0.7 


0.5 


Texas 


100.0 


79.9 


5.7 


13.5 


0.9 


4.1 


4.5 


1 .9 


4.5 


1.2 


West 


100.0 


74.5 


8.7 


14.8 


2.0 


29.7 


30.4 


21 .5 


36.2 


19.3 


Mountain 


ICC 0 


54.7 


22.3 


21.3 


1.7 


5.9 


4.5 


11 .0 


1C.4 


3.3 


Arizona 


100.0 


79.0 


8.1 


12 ft 


0. 1 


1.2 


1.3 


0.8 


1 .2 


0.0 


Colorado 


100.0 


70.0 


8.2 


15.9 


5.8 


1.2 


1.2 


0.8 


1 .6 


2.4 


Idaho 


100.0 


92.4 


2.8 


4.6 


0.2 


0.4 


0.5 


0.1 


0.? 


0.0 


Montana 1/ 


100.0 


45.9 


23.6 


30. 2 


0.4 


0.1 


0.0 


0.1 


0.2 


0.0 


Nevada 1/ 


100.0 


33.9 


53 ^ 


12.9 


0. 1 


0.1 


0. 1 


0.6 


0. 1 


0.0 


New Mexico 1/ 


100.0 


28.6 


39.4 


3l!6 


r.o 


2.4 


1 .0 


7.9 


6.2 


0.8 


Utah 


100.0 


64.5 


14.6 


20.5 


0.4 


0.5 


0.4 


0.6 


0.8 


0.1 


Wyoming 


100.0 


11.1 


27.3 


59.4 


2,c 


0.0 


0.0 


0.1 


o!i 


0.0 


Pacific 


100.0 




5.3 


13.2 


2.0 


23.7 


25.9 


10.5 


25.8 


16.0 


Alaska 1/ 


100.0 


10.6 


45.5 


43.7 


0.1 


0.1 


0.0 


0.2 


0.2 


0.0 


California 


100.0 


79.7 


5,3 


13.3 


1.8 


20.7 


22.7 


9.1 


22.7 


12.3 


Hawaii 1/ 


100.0 


8.5 


21.5 


65.4 


4.6 


0.1 


0.0 


0.1 


0.4 


0.1 


Oregon 


100.0 


63.3 


7.8 


25.3 


3.6 


0.4 


0.4 


0.3 


0.9 


0.5 


Washington 


100.0 


84.1 


3.8 


8.1 


4.0 


2.4 


2.8 


0.8 


1.6 


3.2 


Undistributed 


100.0 


46.1 


14.1 


6.0 


33.9 


2.8 


1.8 


3.3 


1.4 


31.4 



1/ Distribution based on midpoint of estimated ranges reported in table B-1. 
SOURCE: National Science Foundation, SftS 
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Table B-5. Total Federal R&D obligations by region and State and funding agency: fiscal year 1985 



Percent of Percent of 
Region and total R&D Federal R£LD 

State performance obligations 



Total ($ in millions) $107, A56 $47,078 

Northeast 27. OX 22. 9X 

New England 8.9X 9.7X 

Connecticut 2. IX 1.6X 

Maine 0.1X O.U 

Massachusetts 5.6X 6.9X 

New Hampshire 0.3X 0.3X 

Rhode Island 0.5X 0.7X 

Ve-'Dont 0.2X O.IX 

Middle Atlantic 18. IX 13. 3X 

New Jersey 6.3X 3.8X 

New York 7.8X 6.6X 

. Pennsylvania A. OX 2.8X 

North Central 20. OX 10. 6X 

Great Lakes 15. 6X 6.8X 

Illinois 3.9X 1.6X 

Indiana 1.5X 0.5X 

Michigan 5.9X I.IX 

Ohio 3.4X 3.2X 

Wisconsin 0.9X 0.4X 

Plains 4.4X 3.8X 

Iowa 0.5X 0.3X 

Kansas 0.3X C.3X 

Minnesota 2. IX 1.5X 

Missouri 1.3X 1.5X 

Nebraska O.IX O.IX 

North Dakota O.IX O.IX 

South Dakota O.OX O.OX 

South 20.6% 31. 3X 

South Atlantic 13. 6X 23.7% 

Delaware 0.8X O.IX 

D.C. 1.6X 4.4X 

Florida 2.2X 2.5X 

Georgia 0.8X 0.6% 

Maryland 4.6X 9.4X 

North Carolina I.IX l.OX 

South Carolina 0.4X 0.3X 

Virginia 1.8X 5.2X 

West Virginia 0.2X O.IX 

Southt^ast 2. IX 3.6X 

Alabama 0.9X 1.9X 

Kentucky 0.3X O.IX 

Mississippi 0.2X 0.4X 

Tennessee 0.7X 1.2X 

Southwest 4.9X 4. OX 

Arkansas O.IX O.IX 

Louisiana 0.3X 0.2X 

Oklahoma 0.4X 0.2X 

Texas 4. IX 3.SX 

West 29. 7X 35. 2X 

Mountain 5.9X 9.6X 

Arizona 1.2X 1.0% 

Colorado 1.2X 1.3X 

Idaho 0.4X 0.6X 

Montana O.IX O.IX 

Nevada O.IX l.OX 

New Mexico 2.4X 5.0% 

Utah 0.5X 0.5X 

Wyoming O.OX 0.1X 

Pacific 23. 7X 25. 6X 

Alaska O.IX O.IX 

California 20. 7X 22. 9X 

Hawaii 0.1% O.IX 

Oregon 0.4X 0.3X 

Washington 2.4X 2.2% 



Federal R&D obligations 



Primary funding source Secondary funding source 



Defense 


63. OX 


H.H.S. 


11. 


5X 


Defense 


63. 5X 


HHS 


15. 


9X 


Defense 


42. OX 


HHS 


26. 


OX 


Defense 


76. OX 


HHS 


13. 


8X 


Defense 


77. 7X 


HHS 


10. 


8X 


Defense 


85.7% 


HHS 


6. 


2% 


HHS 


46.9% 


Defense 


35. 


5X 


Defense 


80. 8X 


Energy 


6. 


7% 


Defense 


62. 7X 


HHS 


18. 


6X 


Defense 


50. 3X 


HHS 


19. 


2% 


Energy 


38.9% 


Defense 


25, 


IX 


Defense 


53.9% 


HHS 


18, 


IX 




JO. \n 


find 






Defense 


67. 8X 


HHS 


a. 


IX 


HHS 


41. 5X 


Agriculture 


13 


9X 


Defense 


32.9% 


HHS 


31 


4X 


Defense 


75.0% 


HHS 


11 


5X 


Defense 


73. 6X 


HHS 


13 


8X 


Defense 


79.9% 


HHS 


13 


3X 


Agriculture 


44.0% 


HHS 


30 


IX 


Agriculture 


59. OX 


Energy 


21 


3X 


Interior 




Agriculture 


33 


2X 


Defense 


58. 2X 


NSF 


13 


5X 


Defense 


66. 9X 


NSF 


8 


.3X 


U CI CI I9C 


OU . 1 A 




27 




Defense 


44. 3X 


HHS 


25 


.8% 


Defense 


56. 3X 


HHS 


27 


.4X 


HHS 


39.9% 


Defense 


34 


.2% 


Energy 


53. 4X 


HHS 


13 


.6X 


Defense 


79. 3X 


NASA 


10 


.OX 


ciici yy 


CJ .On 


Agr 1 CUl lure 


1 o 




Defense 


61.1% 


NASA 


27 


.7% 


Defense 


40. OX 


HHS 


31 


.3X 


Defense 


53. OX 


Agriculture 


19 


.8X 


Energy 


65. 3X 


Defense 


14 


.8X 


HHS 


58. 5X 


Agriculture 


19 


.4X 


Defense 


32.7% 


HHS 


30 


.IX 


Defense 


22.9X 


HHS 


17 


.OX 


t\ Ar\CA 




UAQA 
NMdM 


1 A. 
1 0 




Defense 


76. 3X 


NSF 


8 


.4X 


Defense 


37. 2X 


Energy 


12 


.9% 


Energy 


90.7% 


Agriculture 


4 


5X 


Agriculture 


35.9% 


HHS 


29 


.4X 


Energy 


71. 8X 


Defense 


23 


.7% 


Defense 


55.8% 


Energy 


42 


.5X 


Defense 


66.7% 


HHS 


14 


.2X 


Energy 


42.2% 


Interior 


25 


.0% 


Interior 


29.1% 


Defense 


25 


.8X 


Defense 


71. 6X 


Energy 


10 


OX 


Defense 


24. IX 


HHS 


16 


.6X 


HHS 


27.4X 


Defense 


19 


.3X 


Defense 


55.9X 


Energy 


20 


.0% 



ERIC 



SOURCE: National Science foundation, SRS 
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Table B-6. Federal agencies' obligations for intramural RSO performance by region: fiscal year 1985 

[Ool lars in mi 1 1 ions] 







New 


Middle 


Great 




Federal agency 


Total 


England 


Atlantic 


Lakes 


P I a i ns 


All Federal Agencies 


$12,9A5 


$586 


$1,219 


$771 


$136 


Department of Agriculture 


628 


17 


3A 


5A 


65 


Department of Commerce 


280 


9 


15 


A 


2 


Department of Defense 


8,32A 


509 


1 ,077 


A6A 


32 


Department of Energy 


22A 


0 


28 


76 


0 


Dept. of HeaUh and Human Services 


1,200 


3 


A 


10 


0 


Department of the Interior 


3A2 


7 


3A 


17 


31 


Department of Transportation 


138 


38 


2A 


6 


0 


Environmental Protection Agency 


105 


3 


0 


26 


6 


National Aeronautics and Space Admin. 


1 , 171 


2 


A 


113 


1 


National Science Foundation 


1A3 


0 


0 


0 


0 




South 












Atlantic 


Southeast 


Southwest 


Hounta i n 


Pacific 


All Federal Agencies 


$5,989 


$701 


$330 


$1,A25 


$1,360 


Department of Agriculture 


2A2 


29 


57 


52 


76 


Department of Commerce 


163 


5 


3 


A8 


31 


Department of Defense 


3,A29 




76 


1,205 


1,059 


Department of Energy 


77 


19 


0 


U 


10 


Dept. of Health and Human Services 


1,130 


16 


?C 


13 


3 


Department of the Interior 


79 


13 


13 


78 


70 


Department of Transportation 


56 


1 


6 


1 


7 


Environmental Protection Agency 


57 


0 


A 


A 


5 


National Astronautics and Space Admin. 


616 


1f5 


151 


10 


99 


National Science Foundation 


U2 


0 


0 


0 


1 



NOTE: Intramural activities cover costs associated with the planning and administration of inc-a- 

mural and extramural programs by Federal personnel as well as actual intromural R&D perf omance. 

SOURCE: National Science Foundation, SRS 
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Table B-7. Largest R&O-performing industries by State: 1985 



Aircraft 
& missiles 

Alabama 

California 

Connecticut 

Florida 

Ceorgia 

Hawai i 

Kansas 

Missouri 

Tennessee 

Utah 

Wash i ngton 



Electrical 
equipment 

Illinois 1/ 
Massachusetts 1/ 
Mississippi 3/ 
New Hampshire 1/ 
New Jersey 1/ 
New Mexico 1/ 
Ohio 3/ 

Pennsylvania 3/ 
Rhode Island ^/ 
Texas 2/ 



Chemicals 

Delaware 4/ 
Indiana 5/ 
Louisiana 4/ 
Nebraska 



Machinery 

Arizona 6/ 
Colorado 6/ 
Iowa 7/ 
Kentucky 6/ 



Motor 
vehicles 

Michigan 



West Virginia 4/ Maryland 6/ 
Minnesota 6/ 
Montana 7/ 
New York 6/ 
North Carolina 6/ 
North Dakota 7/ 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 7/ 
Vermont 6/ 
Virginia 6/ 



Other 

industries 

Alaska 

Arkansas 

D.C. 

Idaho 

Ha i ne 

Nevada 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 



1/ Con^nies in the communication equipment segment (SIC 366) have the highest amount of R&D expenditures. 

2/ Companies in the electronic components segment (SIC 367) have the highest amount of R&D expenditures. 

3/ Companies in the "other electric equipment" segment (SIC 361-5, 369) have the highest amount of R&D expenditures. 

4/ Companies in the industrial chemicals segment (SIC 281-2,286) have the highest amount of R&D expenditures. 

5/ Companies in the drugs and medicifies segment (SIC 283) have the highest amount of R&D expenditures. 

6/ Companies in the computer segment (SIC 357) have the highest amount of R&o expenditures. 

7/ Companies in the "other machinery" segment (SIC 351-6, 358-9) have the highest amount of R&D expenditures. 

SCXIRCE: National Science Foundation, SRS 




Table B-8. Distribution of incJustrial Rtt) performance in 10 leading States by industry: 1985 



CDol lars in mi 1 1 ions) 



Industry Total U.S. California New York Michiga.T Kew Jersey Massachusetts 



Total 


S78,208 


$17,760 


$7,019 


$5,975 


$5,547 


$4,173 


Chemicals & allied products 


$8,667 


$383 


$1,154 


$607 


$1,322 


$125 


Petroleun refining 


NA* 


$442 


$S1 


<$60* 


$442- $535* 


<$125* 


Primary metals 


NA* 


$59 


$41 


$70 


<$riO* 


<$125* 


Machinery, except electrical 


$10,870 


$1,237 


>$1,500* 


•-127 


$244 


$95^- 


Electrical equipment 


$17,080 


$1,920 


$1,503 


$60 


$2,878 


$1,940 


Aircraft & missiles 


$17,619 


$9,953 


$413 


$114 


$58 


5274 


Motor vehicles & equip.yjnt 


$7,058 


$443 -$1,062* 


$232 


$4,796 


<$110* 


<$125* 


Prof. & scientific instruments 


$5,430 


$1,061 


>$1 ,000* 


<$60* 




$559 


Food and tobacco products 


NA* 


$65 


$114 


$36 


$109 


<$125* 


Rubber products 


$1,U7 


$257 


NA* 


<$60* 


<$110* 


<$125* 


Nonmanufacturing 


$2,851 


$1,079 


$147 


$58 


$29 


$103 












All other 




Pennsylvania 


Texas 


1 1 1 inois 


Ohio 


States 




Total 


$3,570 


$3,492 


$3,231 


$2,847 


$24,594 




Chemicals & allied products 


$716 


$250 


$514 


$571 


$3,025 




Petroleum refining 


$119 


$535 


<$85* 


NA* 


$276 




Primary metals 


$190 


$535 -$809* 


<$85* 


$74 


$169 




Machinery, except electrical 


$255 


$413 


$632 


$190 


NA* 




Electrical equipment 


$1,325 


$869 


$1,072 


$692 


$4,821 




Aircraft & missiles 


$300 


$531 


$328 


$60 


$5,588 




Motor vehicles & equipment 


<$120* 


<$50* 


<$85* 


NA* 


$671 




Prof, i scientific instruments 


$252 


$169 


$92 


$52 


NA* 




Food and tobacco products 


<$120* 


$12 


$140 


$19 


$503 




Rubber products 


<*120* 


$10 


<$85* 


$533 


$259 




Nonmanuf actur i ng 


$40 


$82 


$32 


$75 


$1,206 




* Exact data are unavailable because 


of Census 


Bureau restrictions publishing data that 




would disclose individual company 


operations 













NOTE: NA = not available. 



jkCE: National Science Foundation, SRS 
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Table B-9. Federal and non- Federal sources of industrial and academic R&D funds 

by State and region: 1985 



Region and Industry 
State Source of funds 





Federal 


Cofiipany 


I Ola I 


CPA AAA 


d1 75/ 


New England 




4,34y 


niuaie ALiancic 


J, Or I 


lc,443 


ureal LtjKes 


1 nm 

1 , U01 


l^,UoU 


Dial no 
rial 119 


Of 0 


c,yoc 


oOUL'^i HLlanwIC 








Del 




C/M i^n LIOC f" 

OUU Lll HCd L 


1 7^7 


P 7A 1 
C, f H 1 


nuui 1 La 1 II 




1 R7n 

1 , Or u 


r a\# 1 i 1 u 


1 p 111 

1 & f 1 1 1 


0, O 1 


n I a'lallla 






A 1 o c o 




MA 
NM 


Ar i 7nnft 

m 1 ^ la 


C 1 o 


7AA 


Arkansas 


u 


1 3 


L 1 "fnrni a 

wa ^11 ui Ilia 


10 816 


A OAA 
o, y**** 


VuvUI dUU 




7A7 


Cnnrtpr f i n it' 

WUI II IWW L 1 




1 A^A 


Dp I AUATP 


MA 


MA 
NM 


D.C. 


MA 


MA 
NM 


Flor ida 


820 


1 012 


Georg ia 


NA 


NA 


Hawa i i 


NA 


NA 




NA 


MA 
NM 


I 1 1 1 nn 1 c 

1 1 1 1 no 1 o 


CO/ 


5 OA A 


Inrli ftnn 

1 1 lu 1 ai la 


NA 


MA 
NM 


I oua 


MA 
Nn 


U A 
N A 


ivai 1^ a ^ 


NA 


NA 


Kentucky 


0 


cc 1 


L OU i C 1 AHA 
kw\j 1^1 ai la 


MA 

nn 


UA 
NA 


Hai ne 


MA 
Nn 


cO 


Matv I AnrI 
1 lai / i ai lu 


O 10 


OcH 


Macc A^hi icp 1 1 c 


1 SSA 

1 f J JO 


c,0 1 r 


M i ch i gan 


85 


^ Aon 

J , OrU 


M 1 nrtPcntA 
II 1 1 II icdu ka 


MA 
NM 


MA 
NA 


Miss i SSI DDi 

IllOO lOOl f^f^ 1 


MA 


Ma 


M 1 ccni IP 1 

1 1 1 %k d UUI 1 


MA 
nn 


MA 

nn 


Montana 


MA 


UA 
NA 


ncui ab^a 


MA 
NA 


MA 
NA 


Mpx/aHa 
11 c va Via 


NA 


cO 


Mpu HAincchirp 

rvwn iiaii^'^ii 1 1 w 


MA 
Nn 


UA 
NM 


Mpu Jprcpv 


7? 7 


H, OcU 


Mpu Mpyiro 
new ncAiuu 


MA 
NM 


00 


New York 

new 1 ui ^ 


1 Oil 
1 f T U 


3 , 1 UO 


Morfh PArnl ir\A 

nw« kii vai \j K 11 la 




70A 

f TO 


North Dakota 




0 


Ohio 


484 


C , JO J 


nk 1 AhoniA 

w ^ w a 1 1 villa 


MA 
NM 


U A 
NA 


Oregon 


NA 


NA 


Pennsylvannia 


1,051 


2,519 


Rhode Island 


NA 


NA 


South Carol ina 


NA 


NA 


South Dakota 


C 


7 


Tennessee 


NA 


NA 


Tex^s 


1,209 


2.283 


Utah 


NA 


NA 


Vermont 


NA 


NA 


Virginia 


459 


341 


Washington 


1,282 


901 


West Virginia 


NA 


94 


Wisconsin 


NA 


NA 


Wyoming 


0 


3 



CDol lars in mi 1 1 ions) 



Academia 
Source of funds 



Federal 


Other 


FFRDCs 






$3,529 


70 C 


245 


264 


1 ni 7 

1 , U 1 f 


CTt 7 
f 


111 


01 J 




3f3 


Ttl A 
Jlo 


004 


ly 


1 ni A 

1 , U !*♦ 




1 f 


IXC 


1 CI 


If 


AIX 
hO 


4f C 


0 




cc3 


T70 

f f y 


1 lAft 
1 , mo 


A01 
ht 1 


1 75A 
1 , f CO 


O 1 




U 


It 

1 J 


1ft 


n 
Q 




f C 


3A 
CO 


15 
Ic 


1ft 


0 


Of o 




1 73A 
1 , f cO 


11? 
1 Ic 


A7 
*♦ f 


AO 


1A0 


CC 
33 


u 


1 1 
1 1 


il 
10 


n 
U 


AO 

•♦V 


1 A 
IO 


n 
U 


ini 


in? 

1 Uc 


U 




1 in 


n 
u 


wJ 


io 

It 


n 
u 


1 H 


7 
f 


n 
u 


?An 

C4U 


133 


3f 3 


07 

Tf 


A3 


u 


Oh 


Aft 

Oo 


ly 


O 1 


AO 


u 


10 

IT 


1C 
33 


n 
u 


HC 


03 


n 
u 


1 1 
1 1 


in 
1 u 


n 
u 




00 


n 
u 


AAA 


1A^ 


3AA 
COH 


175 
1 f ^ 


1PA 
i cO 


If 


oo 


03 


n 
u 


10 

1 T 


TtA 


n 
u 


0? 


AO 

oy 


n 
u 


9 


ic 


n 
u 




30 


n 
u 


11 


0 

T 


n 
u 


7A 
.o 


13 
ic 


U 


7A 
f o 


AA 
OO 


113 

10c 


GO 


3f 


f U4 




3l«» 


iw 


1^7 
13 f 


07 
Vf 


0 


1A 
IH 


10 

ly 


n 
Q 


1A1 


1 nn 

1 uu 


0 




AA 
OO 


A 

U 


AQ 
OO 


AA 


A 

U 


302 


157 


2 


43 


14 


0 


30 


39 


0 


2 


7 


0 


66 


41 


8 


329 


304 


0 


71 


30 


0 


19 


9 


0 


98 


72 


0 


156 


54 


0 


12 


10 


17 


141 


103 


0 


7 


9 


0 



NOTE: NA = not available. 

SOURCE: National Science Foundation, SR<> 



Table B-IO. R&D performance by doctorate- granting institutions and university- administered FFRDCs 

by State and field of research: 1985 
[Dollars in millions] 

All fields 





U&Cs 


FFRDCs 


Engi n* 
eer i ng 


L'fe 

cr i pnrpc 

3W 1 CI 


Phsyical Environ, 
sciences sciences 


Ma th/Comp 

<ic i pncp<i 


Other 

cc i ^fv;p<5 


Total 


$9,524 




$2,676 


$5,182 


$2,533 


$881 


$835 


$736 


of which FFRDCs 


S3, 529 


$1,312 


$118 


$1,424 


$201 


$434 


$32 


tif%r fhpAC t 


2,464 


597 


580 


1,347 


640 


167 


150 


176 


Uou Pr\a 1 and 


915 


264 


343 


418 


203 


94 


62 


59 


Connie t i cu t 


189 


0 


13 


130 


23 


5 


6 


11 


Mai 


^1 


0 


2 


12 


1 


2 


0 


3 


MaccArhiicpf f <« 


583 


264 


315 


215 


165 


61 


51 


40 


ribif iiaii^^ii lie 


38 


0 


3 


21 


8 


4 


0 


2 


Rhf!>d& IclflnH 


57 


0 


10 


13 


5 


22 


5 


2 




28 


0 


1 


25 


1 


0 


0 


1 


Middle Atlsntic 


1,549 


333 


236 


929 


437 


74 


88 


117 


nCrl M^l 


141 


132 


21 


59 


154 


10 


9 


20 


New York 

new 1 VI ^ 


949 


199 


129 


636 


238 


52 


37 


57 


Pennsylvani a 


458 




87 


234 


45 


12 


43 


40 


nwi LI 1 wwiiLi OK 


1 ,988 


394 


404 


1, 147 


462 


106 


57 


206 


Crpaf 1 n^pc 

ui ca k Lci^co 


1,355 


375 


332 


705 


407 


84 


40 


162 


I 1 1 1 noi < 
1 V V 1 1 i\J 1 9 


393 


375 


171 


203 


277 


46 


19 


53 


lliUi Cilia 


159 


0 


29 


78 


34 


2 


5 


11 


Ml rh 1 Ortn 

n 1 \»i 1 1 ^al 1 


301 


0 


41 


154 


40 


12 


5 


49 


vfi 1 W 


262 


0 


65 


136 


29 


4 


4 


24 


If 1 1 1 1 


240 


0 


26 


134 


27 


20 


8 


25 


Pi ains 


633 


19 


72 


442 


56 


22 


17 


44 


I ova 


132 


19 


2c 


85 


27 


1 




8 




66 


0 


3 


38 


4 


4 


1 

1 


IP 


M I fw^cn^A 

*n II ■ ICd ULa 


173 


0 


18 


127 


11 


4 


3 


10 


Mice m if*i 


161 


0 


19 


117 


8 


5 


J 


fi 
o 


Uphmc^A 


61 


0 


1 


47 


4 


5 


0 


c 


NUi Lll Ud^OLa 


31 


0 


2 




1 


2 


0 


3 


South Da^AfA 


9 


0 


1 


5 


1 


1 


0 


1 


South 


2,682 


25 


435 


1,432 


278 


192 


146 


187 


^V/UVII r\LiailLlw 


1 ', 539 


17 


299 


694 


189 


113 


119 


104 


npL AUATP 


24 


0 


8 


5 


3 


5 


1 


1 


Diet nf pftl 


64 


0 


7 


37 


9 


0 


3 


8 


F I or f da 


203 


0 


26 


105 


19 


28 


5 


21 


Georgf a 


226 


0 


68 


102 


14 


9 


11 


15 


Mary I and 


530 


0 


134 


142 


92 


39 


82 


31 


North Carol ina 


245 


0 


15 


163 


14 


r. 


10 


14 


South Carolina 


66 


0 


8 


39 


6 


6 


2 


5 


Virgi nia 


168 


0 


30 


94 


15 


15 


5 


7 


West Virginia 


12 


17 


3 


7 


18 


0 


0 


1 


^ftjjthpa c t 

wwwkllwCI O W 


301 


8 


39 


232 


15 


4 


2 


16 


A I aKAITtA 


104 


0 


13 


82 


4 


1 


1 


3 


Kentucky 


54 


0 


10 


41 


1 


0 


0 


2 


Miss f ssippf 




0 


5 


39 


3 


1 


0 


4 


Tennessee 


9v 


8 


10 


70 


7 


2 


1 


8 


Southuest 


843 


0 


97 


505 


74 


75 


25 


67 


Arkansas 


30 


0 


4 


22 


2 


0 


0 


2 


Loui s iana 


126 


0 


12 


85 


7 


11 


4 


6 


Oklahoma 


96 


0 


17 


49 


7 


7 


5 


11 


Texas 


591 


0 


63 


349 


58 


57 


15 


48 


West 


2,217 


2,505 


1,257 


1,256 


1,153 


416 


481 


167 


Mount a i n 


580 


779 


339 


?H6 


450 


133 


88 


69 


Arizona 


137 


26 


19 


52 


59 


17 


3 


13 


Colorado 


159 


49 


24 


79 


31 


64 


3 


15 


Idaho 


21 


0 


3 


16 


1 


1 


0 


1 


Montana 


24 


0 


2 


16 


3 


0 


0 


2 


Nevada 


19 


0 


1 


8 


0 


9 


0 


1 


New Mexico 


102 


704 


274 


58 


341 


25 


79 


29 


Utah 


101 


0 


16 


47 


12 


15 


4 


6 


Wyoming 


16 


0 


1 


9 


2 


2 


0 


1 


Pacific 


1,638 


1,726 


917 


970 


703 


282 


393 


99 


Alaska 


29 


0 


2 


8 


0 


17 


0 


1 


California 


i,231 


1,726 


895 


740 


664 


210 


386 


62 


Hawa i i 


54 


0 


2 


16 


10 


17 


0 


8 


Oregon 


114 


0 


4 


68 


14 


20 


2 


6 


Washington 


210 


0 


14 


137 


14 


18 


4 


22 



NOTE: Detail may not add to totals. Total performance data were revised after field data were published. 
SOURCE: National Science Foundation, SRS 
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Table B-11. Funds for academic R?D by region, and by Federal agency and non- Federal funding sources: 1985 



Federal obligations to universities and colleges, by agency 1/ 



Total 



Agricul ■ 



Region 


<$ mi 1 1 ions) 


ture 


Defense 


Energy 


HHS 




NASA 


NSF 


Other 


United States 


$6,149 


4.8X 


15.3% 


5.8% 


51 


2% 


4.1% 


16.3% 


2.5% 


New England 


785 


1.8 


18.3 


8.8 


48 


2 


4.1 


17.1 


1.8 


Kiddie Atlantic 


1,145 


1v9 


15.8 


4.9 


56 


3 


1.8 


17.6 


1.6 


Great Lakes 


831 


4.8 


11.0 


6.5 


50 


4 


4.6 


20.6 


2.2 


Plains 


343 


11.1 


5.5 


2.9 


62 


7 


3.5 


11.7 


2.6 


South Atlantic 


853 


6.1 


17.8 


4.7 


51 


8 


4.2 


12.1 


3.3 


Southeast 


208 


15.9 


5.8 


7.2 


58 


7 


3.8 


5.8 


2.9 


Southwest 


386 


8.3 


10.1 


4.9 


58 


3 


3.9 


11.9 


2.6 


Mountain 


351 


6.0 


24.5 


6.0 


34 


2 


7.4 


16.5 


5.4 


Pac i f ic 


1,233 


2.8 


17.6 


5.8 


46 


7 


5.4 


^9.1 


2.7 



Federal obligations to FFRDCs, by agency 2/ 




Total 








Region 


($ mi 1 1 ions) 


Defense 


Energy 


NASA Other 


United States 


S2,505 


12.2% 


73.7% 


9.2% 4.9% 


Mew England 


108 


93.5 




6.5 


Kiddle Atlantic 


265 


1.9 


96.6 


1.5 


Great Lakes 


270 


1.9 


97.8 


0.4 


Plains 


15 




100.0 




South Atlantic 


108 


83.3 




16.7 


Southeast 


13 


7.7 


84.6 


7.7 


Southwest 


0 








Kountain 


623 


8.2 


82.2 


9.6 


Pacific 


1,099 


4.9 


71.9 


20.9 2.3 







Non- Federal 


sources 


3/ 






1 


State 


Insti tu- 




Region 


Total 


& local 




t i ona I 


Other 




($ mi ' I ions) 


govts. I 


ndustry 


funds 


sources 


United States 


S3, 454 


19.0% 


15.3% 


45.7% 


20.1% 


New England 


237 


5.9 


27.8 


31.6 


34.6 


Kiddle Atlantic 


532 


13.3 


18.8 


39.5 


28.4 


Great Lakes 


544 


21.3 


14.2 


48.7 


15.8 


Plains 


322 


27.6 


10.9 


48.1 


13.4 


South Atlantic 


513 


17.9 


17.7 


52.2 


12.1 


Southeast 


146 


37.0 


17.1 


35.6 


10.3 


Southwest 


433 


25.4 


12.0 


43.2 


1^.4 


Kountain 


223 


21.6 


21.4 


44.4 


12. < 


Pacific 


489 


10.8 


7.4 


53.0 


28.8 



1/ Obligation data as reported by furding agency. Excludes funds to FFRDCs. 
2/ Obligations to university- administered FFRDCs as reported by funding ager:y. 
3/ Includes expenditures reported by doctorate-granting institutions only. 

NOTE: Federal obi i<;dt ions to the academic sector reported by funding agencies differ 
somewiiat from expenditures of Federal funds reported by university performers. 

SOURCE: National Science Foundation, SRS 



4. 



39 



Table B-12. Geographic distribution of total R&O performance: 1975 and 1985, and 

1975-85 average annual growth 



[Dollars in mill ions] 













Average 


annual 


Region and State 




1975 


Share of 


1985 


Share of 


growth 


total 




total 




total 




:otal 





Keai 1/ 


United States 


$35,213 


100.0% 


S107,456 


100.0% 


11.8% 


5.0% 


New England 


^,911 


8.3% 


9,538 


8.9% 


12.6% 


>.8% 


Middle Afl;)nfir 


Of jjc 






10. 1% 


11 


H . f A 


Great Lakes 


5,990 


17.0% 


16,798 


15.6% 


in OY 


*♦ . 1 A 


Plains 


1,356 


3.8% 


4,680 


4.4% 


13.2% 


^ "VL 
O . jH 


South Atlantic 


4,680 


13.3% 


14,616 


13.6% 


12.1% 


J . J A 


Southeast 


859 


2.4% 


2,258 


2.1% 


10.2% 


3.5% 


Southwest 


1,376 


3.9% 


5,230 


4.9% 


14.3% 


7 7¥ 
r . jA 


Mountain 


1,570 


4.5% 


6,387 


5.9% 




ft 1 ¥ 
O. 1 A 


Pacific 


7,414 


21.1% 


25,487 


23.7% 


17 1¥ 


0 .^A 


Alabama 


346 


1.0% 


973 


0.9% 


in oy 


*4 . &A 


Alaska 










Ar i zona 


327 


0.9% 


1,269 


1.2% 


14.5% 


7.6% 


Arkansas 


41 


0.1% 


68 


0.1% 


5.2% 


-1.2% 


Cal ifornia 


6,559 


18.6% 


22,293 


20.7% 


13.0% 


6.2% 


Colorado 


346 


1.0% 


1,309 


1.2% 


14.2% 


/.3% 


Connecticut 


910 


2.6% 


2,310 


2.1% 


9.8% 


3.1% 


Delaware 














D.C. 


501 


1.4% 










Florida 


855 


2.4% 


2,404 


2.2% 


in o¥ 


H • cA 


Georgia 


181 


0.5% 


831 


0.8% 


16.5% 


9.4% 


Hawai i 














Idaho 






454 


0.4% 






! 1 1 inois 


1,422 


4.0% 


4,154 


3.9% 


1 1 .3% 


H . OA 


Indiana 


536 


1.5% 


1,643 


1.5% 


1 1 .9% 


J . 1 A 


Iowa 


245 


0.7% 


4C8 


G.5% 


7.2% 


0.7% 


Kansas 


95 


0.3% 


359 


0.3% 


1 / ^v 


7.3% 


Kentucky 


109 


0.3% 


306 


0.3% 


10.9% 


4.1% 


Louisiana 


152 


0.4% 


348 


0.3% 


O. / A 


0 IV 
C. 1 A 


Maine 


23 


0.1% 










{Maryland 


1,638 


4.7% 


4,951 


4.6% 


11.7% 


H . 7 A 


Massachusetts 


1,726 


4.9% 


6,022 


5.6% 


17 7V 
1 J . jA 


o.4a 


Michigan 


2,134 


6.1% 


6,370 


5.9% 


1 1 .6% 


4.8% 


Hinrasota 


499 


1.4% 


2,211 


2.1% 


16.1% 


9.0% 


Mississippi 


68 


J. 2% 


243 


0.2% 


13.7% 


O. OA 


Missouri 


449 


1.5% 


1,424 


1.3% 


12.2% 


5.4% 


Montana 














Nebraska 


40 


0.1% 


116 


0.1% 


1 1 .4% 


4.6% 


Nevada 


61 


0.2% 










Nt:;. Hanpsi ire 






368 


0.3X 






New Jersey 


1,754 


5.0% 


6,722 


6.3% 


14.4% 


7.4% 


New Mexico 












Heu York 


2,846 


8.1% 


8,371 


7.8% 


11.4% 


*4 . OA 


i^orth Carol ina 


375 


1.1% 


1,193 


1.1% 


12.3% 


J . J A 


North Dakota 






57 


0.1% 






Ohio 


1,553 


4.4% 


3,688 


3.4% 


V.Ua 


2.4% 


Oklahoma 


137 


0.4% 


443 


0.4% 


12.5% 


J . OA 


Oregon 


135 




450 


0.4% 


12.8% 


5.9% 


Pennsylvania 


1,952 


5.5% 


4,348 


4.0% 


ft tv 


1 .OA 


Rhode Island 


100 


0.3% 


493 


0.5% 


17.3% 


10.2% 


South Carol ina 


60 


0.2% 1 


476 


0.4% 


22.9% 


15.5% 


South Dakota 


•• 


•• 


23 


0.0% 


Tennessee 


337 


1.0% 


734 


0.7% 


8.1% 


1.5% 


Texas 


1,047 


3.0% 


4,372 


4.1% 


15.4% 


8.4% 


Utah 


153 


0.4% 


491 


0.5% 


12.4% 


5.6% 


Vermont 










Virginia 


709 


2.0% 


1,947 


1.8% 


10.6% 


3.9% 


Washington 


645 


1.8% 


2,596 


2.4% 


14.9% 


8.0% 


West Virginia 












Wisconsin 


345 


1.0% 


944 


0.9% 


10.6% 


3.9% 


Wyoming 






27 


0.0% 





1/ Based on GNP implicit pr-ice deflator, 1982 dollars. 
NOTE: •• Industrial RSD pe-fortnance data are net available. 

SOURCE: National Science Foundation, SRS 
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appendix c 



State personnel and 
funding profiles 



The following tables contain bum- 
mary information on the science and 
technology resource base in the 
United States, each of the 50 States, 
and the District of Columbia. Data 
on additional demographic and eco- 
non\ic variables also are detailed. 

The National Science Founda- 
tion's Division of Science Resources 
Studies is the source for the data on 
science and engineering personnel 
and on R&D funds. 



Other Federal data sources are. 

• Bureau of the Census, Depart- 
ment of Commerce; 

• Bureau of Economic Analysis 
(BEA), Department Com- 
merce; 

• Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) 
Department of Labor. 



Population, Federal expenditures and 
manufactures' shipments data are 
from Census; personal income and 
gross State product data are from 
BEA; and BLS is the source for labor 
force data. Federal expenditures in- 
clude grants, salaries and wages, di- 
rect payments to individuals, and 
procurements which are on an ob- 
ligation basis. 
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UNITED STATE. PROFILE 



PERSONNEL CHARACTERISTICS 



FUNDING CHARACTERISTICS ($ mill ions) 



Scientists, 1986 2, "*io,300 

Engineers, ^ )B6 2,440,100 

Doctoral scientists, 1987 380,312 

Doctoral engineers, 1987 71,126 

New S&E doctorates awarded, 1987 19,222 

S&E postdoctorates, 1987, in 

doctorate- granting institutions 25,270 
S&E graduate students, 1987, in 

doctorate- granting institutions 388,681 



Federal expenditures, 1987 
Federal R&O obligations, 1987 



Total R&O performance, 1985 



$847,810 
$54,066 

$78,208 



Industrial R&D performance, 1935 
Academic R&D performance at 

doctorate -gran ting institutions, 1987 $11,931 



$107,436 



Population, 1987 (000s) 243,400 
Civilian labor force, 1987 (000s) 119,899 



Personal income, 1987 $3,733,719 
Gross state product, 1986 $4,191,705 
Manufacturers shipments, 1986 $2,260,315 



FEDERAL OBLIGATIONS FOR RESEARCH ^hD DEVELOPMENT IN THE UNITED STATES 
BY AGEMCY AND PERFORMER* 
FISCAL YEAR 1987 

(Dollars in Thousands) 





Total 


Federal 
Intramural 


Industrial 
Firms 


Universities 
& Colleges 


Othe. 
Nonprofit 
Institutions 


State 
and Local 
Government 


Funding Agency 


$54,065,662 


$12,^73,933 


$28,496,194 


$10,376,218 


$2,081,161 


$138,156 


Department of Agriculture 


940,467 


649,0^6 


5,322 


279,943 


5,043 


1,113 


Department of Conwerce 


402,149 


320,248 


32,094 


36,835 


8,685 


4,287 


Department of Defense 


35,083,844 


8,33i>,950 


24,258,211 


1,754,456 


735,176 


51 


Department of Energy 


4,754,118 


247,880 


2,127,357 


2,225,513 


153,245 


123 


Dept. of Health & Human Services 


6,569,654 


1,292,874 


256,803 


3,983,407 


952,265 


84,305 


Dept. of the Interior 


403,520 


354,602 


13,767 


33,353 


281 


1,517 


Department of Transportation 


324,342 


137,579 


109,8U, 


25,184 


16,233 


35,532 


Environmental Protection Agency 


348,244 


78,596 


172,065 


67,465 


2'*, 768 


5,350 


Nat 'I Aeronautics & Space Admin. 


3,770,248 


1,413,839 


1,^6"{,133 


785,141 


103,094 


5,041 


National Science Foundation 


1,469,076 


143,319 


>28 


1,184,921 


82,371 


837 



* Data as reported by funding agencies. 
, SOURCE: National Science Foundation, SRS 
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ALABAMA STATE PROFILE 



ALABAMA RAMK 



f>ERSONNEL CHARACTERISTICS 



FUNDING CHARACTERISTICS (Sffiilhons) 



Scientists, 1986 
Engineers, 1986 



27,000 
29,300 



24 
25 



Fe<Jeral expenditures, 1987 
Fe<Jer8l RU> obligations, 1987 



$13,927 20 
$1,347 K 



Doctoral scientists, 1987 3,725 28 

Doctoral enflineers, 1987 615 31 

New SXE doctorates awarded, 1987 138 32 

SiE postdoc to rates, 1987, in 

doctorate* granting institutions 258 25 
St£ graduate students, 1987, in 

doctorate- granting institutions 4,798 25 



Industrial R&O performance, 1985 $387 28 

Acadcfiii': R&O performance at 

doctorate^granting institutions, 1987 $153 24 



Total R40 performance, 1985 



$973 23 



4,083 22 Perscvisl income, 1987 $48,098 24 

1,893 22 Gross state product, 1986 $55,007 24 

Manufacturers shipnents, 1986 $36,537 22 

FEDERAL 06LIGATI0NS FOR RESEARCH AND DEVElOfl^ENT IN ALABAMA 
BY AGENCY AkD PERFORHER* 
FISCAL YEAR 19o7 

(Dollars in Thousands) 







federal 


Industrial 


Univer. 


Other 


State & 






'otal 


Intradural 


Firms 


I Colleges 


Noi\>rofit Local Gov't 


Rank 


funding Agency 


$1,346,561 


$584,230 


$642,183 


$98,927 


$20,822 


$399 




Department of Agriculture 


10,485 


3,422 




7,063 






30 


Department of Cormcrce 


170 






170 






38 


Department of Defense 


960,311 


397,535 


547,907 


7,182 


7,687 




12 


Department of Energy 


6,578 




7,000 


1,578 






27 


Dept. of Health t Hunnan Services 


78,420 




4^8 


67,483 


10,371 


138 


21 


Dept. of the Interior 


6,354 


6,044 




259 




51 


19 


Department of Transportation 


294 


58 


62 






174 


36 


Envirortnental Protection Agency 


3,933 


2,154 


37 


889 


817 


3^ 


22 


Nat 'I Aeronautics & Space Adnin. 


274,681 


175,017 


86,704 


11.113 


1,847 




6 


National Science Foundation 


3,335 




45 


3,190 


100 




41 


State Rank 


14 


7 


14 


25 


15 


45 





Popi'lation, 1987 (OOOs) 
Civilian labor force, 1987 (OOOs) 



* Data as reported by funding agen:tes. 



SOUR:,t: National Science Foundation, SRS 
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ERIC 



ALASKA STATE PROFILE 



RANK 



PERSONNEL CHARACTERISTICS 



f'jNOlNC " ARACTERISTICS ($ millions) 



Scientists, 1986 
Engineers, 1986 

Doctoral scientists, 1987 
Doctoral engineers, 1987 

New S&E doctorates awarded, 1987 

S4E postdoctorates, 1987, in 
doctorate-granting institutions 

SSE graduate students, 1987, in 
doctorate-granting institutions 



6,500 46 Federal expenditures, 1987 $2,846 47 

4,100 46 Federal R£0 obhgatiors, 1987 $49 45 

909 50 Industrial RiO perforrwnce, 1985 $0 $14 40-51 
33 50 Academic R&O performance at 

doctorate- granting institutions, 1<'37 $30 44 

7 51 

Total RiO performance, 1985 *">-$73 43-51 



Population, 1987 (OOOs) 

Civilian labor force, 1987 (OOOs) 



525 50 Personal incorw, 1987 
249 50 Gross state product, 1986 

Manufactui-ers shipments, 1986 



$9,395 
$19,575 
$2,015 



47 
39 
49 



FEDERAL OBLIGATIONS FOR RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT IN ALASKA 
BY AGENCY AND PERFORMER* 
FISCAL YEAR 1987 

(Dollars in Thousands) 



Funding Agency 

Department of Agriculture 
Department of Coffmerce 
Department of Defense 
Department of Energy 
Dept. of Health f> Hunan Services 
Dept. of the Interior 
Depc-tnent of Transportation 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Nat' I Aeronautics & Space Admin. 
National Science Foundation 



Total 



Federal Industrial Univcr. Other State I 
Intramural Firms i Colleges Nonprof;' Local Gov't 



$48,645 $32,840 



4,975 
6,150 
8.707 
698 
618 
15.847 
233 
6 

3.289 
8,122 



3.847 
5.09^ 
8,397 



15.497 



$254 $14,946 



21 
100 
133 



1.128 
981 
310 
598 
178 

6 

3.230 
8.122 



176 

39 
233 



41 
10 
46 
45 
51 
7 
38 
51 
33 
30 



State Rank 



45 



* Data OS reported by funding agencies. 



SOURCE: National Science Foundation, SRS 
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ARIZONA STATE PROFILE 



ARIZONA RAN< 



ARIZONA RAMK 



PERSONNEL CHARACTERISTICS 

Scientists, 1986 16,700 32 

Engineers, 1986 32,900 23 



FUNDING CHARACTERISTICS (S ttillions) 

Federal expenditures, 1987 $12,561 
Federal R&O obligations, 1987 SA15 



23 
25 



Doctoral scientists, 1987 4,340 
Doctoral engineers, 1987 802 



26 Industrial RU) performance, 1985 
26 AC8de<nic R*0 perforr^nce at 

doctorate^granting institutions, 1987 $181 



New SiE doctorates awarded, 1987 296 22 

SliE postdoctorates, 1987, tn 

doctoratC'granting institutions 303 23 
StE graduate students, 1987, in 

doctor ate- granting institutions 7,208 17 



Total RtO performance, 1985 



$1,002 17 
22 

$1,269 21 



Population, 1987 (000s) 3,386 25 Personal income, 1987 $47,502 25 

Civilian labor force, 1987 (000s) 1,614 27 Gross state product, 1986 $53,253 25 

Manufacturers shipnients, 1986 $17,730 33 

FEDERAL OBLIGATIONS F0« RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT IN ARIZONA 
BY AGENCY AND PERFOfKbK' 
FISCAL YEAR 198 

(Dollars in Thousands) 







Federal 


Industrial 


Univer . 


Other 


State S 






Total 


Intramural 


Firms 


& Col leges 


Nonprofit Local Gov't 


Rank 


Funding Agency 


$414,644 


$83,236 


$214,976 


$105,535 


$8,782 


$2,115 




Department of Agriculture 


14,115 


10,720 


202 


3,140 


29 


24 


23 


Department of Connerce 


44 






44 






45 


Department f Defense 


281,516 


58,504 


209,062 


13,950 






.'2 


Department of Energy 


1,785 






1,785 






38 


Dept. of Health & Hunan Services 


46,863 


4,817 


596 


33,617 


/',196 


637 


27 


Dept. of th«. Interior 


6,393 


5,402 




924 




67 


17 


Department of Transportation 


3,205 


867 


1,216 


25 




1,187 


18 


Environmental Protection Agency 


2,742 




100 


1,326 


1,116 


200 


26 


Nat'l Aeronautics t Space Acinin. 


18,232 


2,926 


3,767 


11,188 


351 




19 


National Science Foundation 


39,659 




33 


39,536 


90 




9 


State Rank 


25 


23 


?<i 


24 


25 


12 





* Dal* as r.'ported by funding agencies. 



SOURCE: National Science Fou^ation, SRS 
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ARrAttSAS STATE PROFILE 



ARKANSAS RANK 



ARKANSAS RANK 



PERSONNEL CHARACTERISTICS 

Scientists, 1986 ^9,800 31 

Engineers, 1986 6,?O0 ^4 

Doctoral scientists, 1987 1,775 39 

Doctoral engineers, 1987 217 42 

New S4E doctorates awarded, 1987 61 41 

Sit postdoctorates, 1987, in 

doctorate^granting institutions 42 42 
SiE graduate students, 1987, in 

doctoratc'granting institutiofis 1,199 41 



FUhOiNG CHARACTERISTICS ($ millions) 

Federal expenditures, 1987 $7,316 35 

Federal RiO obligations, 1987 $52 43 

Industrial RiO performance, 1985 $15 40*51 
Academic R&O performance ot 

doctorate-granting institutions, 1987 $36 41 

Total R&D performance, 1985 $68 43-51 



Population, 1987 (000s) 

Civilian labor force, 1987 (000s) 



2,388 33 Personal income, 1987 
1,090 33 Gross state product, 1986 

Manufacturers shipments, 1986 



$27,090 
$32,633 
$22,131 



32 
33 
29 



FEDERAL OBLIGATIONS FOR RES'* \RCH AND DEVELOPMENT IN ARKANSAS 
BY AGENCY AND PERFORMER* 
FISCAL YEAR 1987 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

Federal Industrial Univer. Other State fi 
Total Intramural Firms i Colleges Nonprofit Local Gov't 



Funding Agency 

Department of Agriculture 7,014 
Department of Commerce 

Deportment of Defense 12,347 

Department of Energy 390 

Dept. of Health & Huruin Services 26. .^0 

Dept. of '^s Inttrior 3,291 

Department of Transportation 586 

Environmental Protection Agency 243 

Nat* I Aeronautics & Soace Admin. 441 

National Science Foundation 1,911 



$52,343 $24,196 $12,474 $13,807 



1.755 



116 11,714 



19.242 
3.083 



169 
541 



517 
390 
5.655 
168 

i43 
272 
1.370 



935 



$931 
67 



238 
40 
586 



38 
51 
41 
47 
32 
34 
29 
42 
49 
46 



State Rank 



43 



Data as reported by funding agencies. 



SOURCE: National Science Foundation. SRS 



CAllfOHMlA STATE PIOFILE 



CAIIFWNIA RANK CALIFORNIA RANK 



WRSONN^l CHARACTERISTICS FUNDING V-KARACTERISTICS <$*llUon«) 



ScfentUts, 1986 


257,900 


1 Federal expeno turet, 1987 




$100,753 




(,n^\nt€rt , 1986 


375,500 


1 Federal R£0 obligations, 19B7 


$13,671 




Doctoral scientists, 1987 


46,448 


1 Industrial RU) performance. 


1985 


$17,760 


1 


Doctoral engineers, 1987 


11,397 


1 AciKJeffiic RtO perfortaance at 












doctorate'granting institutions, 1987 SI, 552 




Mcu SlE doctorates aufrded, 1987 


2,5?4 


1 












Total RU> perfortaance, 1985 




$22,293 




SIE post doctorates, 1987, in 












doctor*te*gr»ntin9 institutions 


4,472 


1 








StE flradutte students, 1987, in 












doctorate* granting inst'tuticns 


42,943 


t 








PAMilatirsn 1987 ^OOOt) 


27,663 


1 Personal income, 1987 




88.573 


1 


Civilian labor force, 1987 (000s) 


13,747 


1 Cross state product, 1986 




.533.816 


1 






Hanufacturcrs shipments, 1986 


$224,517 


1 




FEDERAL OeLIGATIOMS FOR RESEARCH AND DEV£L0(>MENT IN CALIFOfiKIA 








BY AGENCY AND PERFORKER* 












FISCAL YEAR 1987 












(Dollars in Thousands) 












Federal Industrial Univer. 


Other 


State t 






Total 


Intramural Firms 1 Colleges nonprofit 


Local Gov't 


Rank 


Funding Agency 


S13,670,882 S2, Oil, 053 S8, 603, 576 $2,656,007 


$383,113 


$17,153 




Department of Agriculture 


55 . 737 


42.218 •• 12,939 


580 




3 


Departinent of Conwerce 


34,352 


11,187 20,072 2,101 


417 


'.75 


5 


Department of Oefeme 


10,445,684 


1,706,343 8,046,512 485,970 


206.849 


10 


1 


Department of Energy 


943,756 


1,384 105,854 834,566 


1.952 




2 


Dept. of Health t Hurnan Services 


777,992 


1,495 30, 77^ 580,937 


152.777 


12,008 


2 


Dept. of the Interior 


27,939 


22,084 193 5,662 






5 


Department of Transportation 


20,310 


5,505 6,511 5,134 




3.160 


8 


Envtronmentat Protection Agency 


20,239 


13,016 5,038 


897 


1.288 


6 


Nat ( Aercnautics I Space A^in. 


1,142,106 


220,290 369,579 546,138 


6.099 




1 


national Science Foundation 


202,767 


527 11.064 177,522 


13.542 


112 


1 


State Rank 


1 


2 1 1 


2 


2 





* Data as reported by finding agencies. 
SOMCE: National Science Foi/xlatlon, SRS 



COLORADO STATE PROFILE 



COLORADO RANK 



COLORADO RANK 



PERSOMhEL CHARACTERISTICS 



FUNDING CHARACTERISTICS ($ niUions) 



Scientists. >986 45.000 16 

Engineers, 1986 45,900 18 

Doctoral scientists. 1987 7.027 18 

Doctoral engineers. 1987 2.029 12 

New SiE doctorates awart^d. 1987 375 18 

S4E pofctdoctorates. 1987. In 

doctorate-gronting institutions 374 21 
SIE graduate students. 1987. in 

doctorate granting institutions 7.722 16 



Federal expenditures. 1987 
Federal RlO obligations. 1987 



$12,301 
$1,516 

$917 



Industrial RtO performance, 1985 
Acadentic R&O performance at 
doctorate'granting institutions, 1987 $186 



Total RtO performance-, 1^85 



$1,309 



24 
13 

18 

21 

20 



Population, 1987 (000s) 3,296 26 Personal income, 1987 $52,287 22 

Civilian labor force. 1987(000$) 1.697 24 Cross ^tate product, 1986 $59,177 23 

Manufacturers shipments. 1986 $20,015 32 

FEDERAL oeilCATIONS fOU RESEARCH MO DEVELOPMENT IN COLORADO 
BY ACEKcY and performer* 
FISCAL YEAR 1987 



(Dollars in Thousands) 







Federal 


IndusUial 


Univer. 


Other 


State i 






Total 


Int ranjral 


Firms 


t Collegia NorY>rofit Local Gov't 


kank 




$1,516,301 


$132,807 $1,131,003 


$178,020 


$72.<J27 


$1,644 




Departoent of Agriculture 


18.660 


14.754 


27 


3,875 


4 




17 


Department of Corrwce 


52.545 


46.903 


53'. 


4,569 


536 




2 


Department of Defense 


1.095.111 


:7,86l 


1,043,255 


13,905 


90 




11 


Departrrtent of Energy 


71.226 


1.172 


4,429 


13,393 


52,232 




12 


Dept. of Health t Hcnan Serviced 


73.291 


44 


2,075 


57,412 


12,829 


931 


22 


Dept. of the Interior 


30.661 


27,884 


1,333 


1,404 




40 


2 


Department of TranSpcrtation 


7.711 


450 


1,648 


8 


5,192 


413 


11 


Environmental Protection Agency 


2.004 




599 


1,145 




260 


29 


Nat 'I Aeronautics t Space Ac^in. 


94.724 


3,456 


76,407 


13,592 


1.269 




9 


National Science Foundation 


70.3/1 


283 


696 


68,717 


675 




6 


State Rank 


13 


15 


8 


14 


8 


16 





* Data as reported by fundi.19 agencies. 



SOURCE: National Science Focndation. SRS 
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COMMECriCUT STATC PHOflLE 



CONNECTICUT UHK 



KitSONNEL CHARACTCItlSTICS 

$cfentfstt« 1986 42.700 19 

tnglne«rt, 1986 58,500 12 

Doctoral scientists, 1987 6,876 19 

Doctoral engineers, 1987 759 28 

New $iE doctorates awarded, 1987 335 19 

SU postdoctoratet, 1987, in 

doctorate granting institutions 8^5 8 
Ut graduate students, 1987, in 

doctorate-grani^ng institutions 4,553 26 



COHMECTICIT RANK 



rUh'OiNC CKAPACTCRISTICS (t ■illi'^ns) 

federal expenditures, 1987 t1.,600 21 

federal RtO obligations, 1987 U72 18 

Industrial RIO pcrfonaance, 1985 J1,976 11 
Academic RlO perforc«nce at 

doctorate-granting institutions, 1987 J231 15 

Total RtO performance, 1985 12,310 14 



POfxjlation, 1987 (OOOs) 3,211 28 Pers&tfl incane, 1987 t67,371 19 

Civilian Ubor force, 1987 (OOOi) 1,752 23 Cross state product, 1986 170,639 22 

Manufacturers s'lipments, 1986 135,974 24 

fEDCRAL CeUCAIIONS fCA RESEARCH AW OEVtLCPHCHI IM CONHECIICUI 
>Y ACEMCY AKO PERFMMCR* 
FISCAL YEAR 1987 

(Dollars In Thousands) 







federal 


Industrial 


Oriver. 


Other 


State I 






Total 


Intranajral 


Firms 


I Col leges 


Monprofit 


Local Gov't 


Rank 


fueling Agency 


$672,149 


117,7^9 


U 76, 165 


1169,807 


$6,710 


11,748 




Department of Agriculture 


4,283 


1 1 


9 


1,840 


4 


759 


43 


Department of Co^snerce 


1,784 






1,539 


10 


235 


15 


Department of Defense 


410,934 


6,456 


395,510 


8,921 


47 




17 


Department of Energy 


15,826 




7,491 


8,335 






22 


Cept. of Health t Htnan Services 


140,628 


82 


1.247 


133,718 


5.152 


429 


12 


Dept. of the Interior 


2,173 


2,089 




84 






47 


Departnent of Transportation 


8,612 


7,421 


1,065 




90 


256 


10 


Environmental Protection Agency 


6,500 




5,388 


540 


485 


89 


15 


Nat' I Aeronautics t Space A^in. 


65,665 




64,756 


656 


2S3 




12 


National Science fc. datlon 


15,544 




699 


14,174 


671 




23 


State RanV 


18 


43 


16 


15 


27 


13 





* Data as reported by ftxtdlrtg agencies. 



SOURCE: Natior\at Science foundation, SRS 
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DELAWARE STATE PROflLC 



DELAWARE 



DELAUARC RANK 



PERSONNEL Characteristics 



FUKDInC characteristics (1 millions) 



Scientists, 1986 9,500 42 

Engineers, 1986 7,000 41 

Doctoral scientists, 1987 3,255 33 

Doctoral engineers, 1987 912 22 

N-u S&E doctorates /arded, 1987 74 39 

Sit postooctorates, 1987, in 

doctorate-granting institutions 0 51 
SiE graduate students, 1987, in 

doctorate-granting institutions 1,303 47 



Federal expenditures, 1987 
federal RU) obligations, 1987 

Industrial RlO perf orrjnce, 1985 
Academic HtO per<onn»nce at 
doctorate-granxing institutions, 1987 

Total RtO performance, 1985 



11,82^ 49 

132 47 

$800 1917 19 

132 42 

$828-1945 24-26 



Population, 1987 (OOOs) 

Civilian labor lorce, 1987 (OOOs) 



644 47 Personal income, 1987 

331 47 Cross state product, 1986 

Manufecfirers shipnents, 1986 



110,457 
111,706 
$8,664 



45 
47 

39 



FEDERAL OGLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH AMD DEVELOPMENT IN DELAWARE 
8Y ACENCf AND PERF0RHER« 
fISCAL YEAR 1987 

(Dollars in Thousands) 



Funding Agency 



Federal Industrial Univc. Other State t 
lotal Intranural >irm t Colleges Nonprofit Local ^ov't 



132.331 



12.874 113.606 112.953 



Departnent of Agriculture 2.766 

Departaent of Corrwrce 575 

Departnent of Defense 13.543 

Departtnent of Cnergy 909 

Dept, of Health 1 Hunan Services 5,093 

Dept. of the Interior 1,650 

Departnent of Transp^' * *t ion 11 

Environmental Protect i Agency 170 

Nat'l Aeronautics t Spjce Adnin. 1,866 

•National Science Fourtdation 5.748 



1,154 
154 



11,620 
60C 
9Z 



80 
1,446 
55 



1.608 
452 

1.760 
453 

3,196 
84 

45 
391 
4,964 



156 
1.700 



29 
729 



90 



11 
45 



49 
19 
39 
44 
45 
49 
51 
43 
38 
32 



State Rank 



47 



40 



46 



Data as reported by funding agencies. 



SOURCE: National Science Foundation, SRS 
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OISTKICT OF COLUMBIA PROFILE 



RANK 



PERSONNEL CHARACURtSTiCS 

Scientists, ^986 
£<^ineers, 1986 



53,600 
U,900 



U 
33 



FUNDING CHARACTERISTICS (S nillions) 



Federal expenditures, 1987 
Federal RSO obligations, 1987 



$14,530 19 
$2,203 8 



Doctoral scientists, 1987 
Doctoral engineers, 1987 

New S4E doctorates awarded, 1987 

StE postdoct orates, 1987, in 
doctorate* granting institutions 

StE graduate students, 1987, in 
doctorate 'granting institutions 



12,629 
1,102 

236 



134 



9,656 



10 
18 



32 
12 



Industrial RJO perfornance, 1985 $0 $74 40-51 

Academic RJO pcrforoance at 

doctorate-granting nstitutions, 1987 $85 33 



Total RJO pcrfonnence, 1985 



S1,685-$1,759 



17 



Population, 19£7 (000s) 622 43 Personal income, 1987 $12 S26 43 

Civilian labor force, 1987 (000s) 333 46 C^oss state product, 1986 $28,791 34 

Manufacturers shipnents, 1986 $1,854 50 

FEDERAL OeLIGATICNS FO(t RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT IN D.C. 
BY AGENCY AND PER^ORKER* 
FISCAL YEAR 1987 

(Dollars in Thousands) 







Federal 


Industrie 


Itniver . 


Other State S 






Total 


Intramural 


Fi rms 


t Colleges 


Nonprofit Local 


Gov't 


Rank 


Finding Agency 


$2,208,106 


$1,208,139 


$833,794 


$65,005 


V*. 0,324 


$844 




Department of Agricultur 


105,083 


100,808 


3,358 


769 


148 




1 


Department of Commerce 


27,194 


21,169 


193 


3,763 


2,069 




6 


Department of Defense 


1,412,807 


626,325 


767,782 


4,851 


13,849 




9 


Department of Energy 


139,522 


103,107 


20,302 


1,076 


15,037 




10 


Dept. of Health I Human Services 


118,087 


57,139 


4,810 


40,632 


15,175 


331 


14 


Dept. of the Interior 


28,30f 


27,914 


6 


377 






4 


Department of Transportation 


3l,12w 


19,950 


10,20S 


100 


830 


41 


4 


Environmental Protect ion Agency 


21,722 




13,431 


774 


7,515 


2 


5 


Nat' I Aeronautics I Space Admin. 


145,226 


113,587 


11,641 


4,521 


15,007 


47C 


8 


National Science Fouryjation 


179,039 


138,137 


2,066 


8,142 


30,694 




2 


State Rank 


6 


3 


12 


29 


5 


31 





• Data as reported by funding agencies. 



SOURCE: National Science Foindation, SRS 
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ERIC 



FLORIDA STATE PROFILE 



FLORIDA RANK 



pe:^sonnel characteristics 



Scientists, 1986 
Engineers, 1986 



FUJ.01NG CHARACTERISTICS ($niUioos) 



53,700 
80,000 



Doctoral scientists, 1987 9,0Gh 

Doctoral engineers, 1987 1,594 

New SiE doctorates awarded, 1987 451 

Sit postdoctorates, 1987, in 

doctorate-granting institutions 469 
SSE graduate students, 1987, in 

doctorate- granting institutions 13,618 



13 
10 



Federal expenditures, 1987 
Federal R40 obligations, 1937 



V.1,398 
$2,293 



14 Industrial 'SD pe.fornar.ce, 5985 $1,C32 
13 Acao'^'c Rio pcrfor-rance aX 

coct^-ate grjnting instit^tioos, 19S7 $252 



Total RiO performance, 1935 



$2,404 



4 
5 

13 
13 
13 



Population, 1987 (000s) 12,023 4 Persona' ^nccoe, 1987 $183,239 5 

Civilian libor force, 1987 (000s) 5,870 4 Gross state product, 1986 $177,729 6 

Manufacturers shipnents, 1986 $50,322 16 

FEDERAL 03LICATICNS FOR RESEARCH AKO DEVELOPMENT IN FLORIDA 
8Y AG5NCY A>iO PERFORMER* 
FISCAL YEAR 1087 

(Dollars in Thousands) 







Federal 


Industrial 


Uni ver . 


Other 


State £ 






Total 


Intramural 


Firms 


& Colleges 


Nonprofit 


Local Gov't 


RanJc 


Funding Agency 


$2,29^,807 


$719,058 $1,424,653 


$145,178 


$5,442 


$3,476 




Departctent of Agriculture 


25,569 


18.434 




7.315 






10 


Departtrient of Corricrcc 


36.136 


32.238 


397 


2.004 


903 


574 


4 


Departf^nt of Defense 


1,773, -111 


445,929 


1,312.621 


13.334 


1.227 




4 


Department of Energy 


15,029 






15.029 






24 


Dept. '>f Health & Hunan Services 


81.819 




980 


77.191 


2,796 


852 


20 


Dept. of t*"? Interior 


6.117 


5.845 




^72 






22 


Department of Transprirtatioo 


23.123 




20.974 


119 




2.030 


6 


Envi rontr^ntal Protection Agency 


7.340 


2.562 


2.571 


2. 49 


58 




13 


Hat'l Aercnauttcf & Space Adnin. 


305.413 


214.050 


86.689 


4.674 






4 


National Science Foundation 


24,150 




421 


23,271 


458 




17 


State Ranic 


5 


6 


6 


17 


29 


6 





• Data as reported by funding agencies. 



SOURCE: National Science Foundation. SrS 



GEORGIA STATE PROFILE 



GEORGIA HHHK 



GEORGIA UHK 



PERSONNEL CHARACTERISTICS 



FUiOiNC CHARACTERISTICS (SeiUioos) 



Scientists, 1986 
Engineers, 1986 



43,100 
42,000 



IS 
21 



Federal expenditures, 1987 
Federal R&O obligations, 1987 



$19,166 
$352 



14 
27 



Doctoral scientists, 1987 6,506 21 

Doctoral ergirveers, 1987 733 3C 

New S&E doctorates awarded, 1987 317 20 

StE postdoctorates, 1987, in 

dcctorate- granting i'nstitut:cns 296 24 
SiE graduate students, 1987, in 

doctorate* granting instttutions 6,928 18 



Industrial R£0 pcrforaaoce, 1985 $515 25 
Acadecic R20 perforsa'xe at 

doctorate-granting insti tuticms, 1987 $324 10 

Total RU> perfcraance, 1955 i£31 24-26 



Population, 1987 (COOs) 6,222 11 Peisonal incone, 1957 $37,720 12 

C.vidan \ttor force, 1987 (COOs/ 3,053 12 cross s t at product, 1986 $102,922 12 

Manufacturers slnppcnts, 1986 $67,848 11 



FEDERAL CSLIGATICNS FOR RESEARCH ANO 0EVELO»K£ji,r IN CE«GiA 
8Y AGENCY A«> PERFORMER* 
FISCAL VEAR 1987 

(Dollars in Thousands) 







Federal 


Industrial 


Uoive". 


Other 


State & 






Total 


Intrasrtiral 


FirTS 


t Col leges 


Norpfo*! t 


Locdi Gov't 


Ran*. 


Funding Agency 


$552,174 


i96,266 


$127,050 


$125,255 


$2,189 


$',414 




Oepartoent of Agr«:ultur« 


36,837 


28,933 


17 


7,778 


53 


56 


5 


Department of CorT>trcc 


460 


?5 


16 


403 


26 




31 


Oepartffien: of Defense 


154,215 


2;, 553 


107,^95 


22,055 


1»2 




27 


Departsiert of Energy 


5,638 


38 




4,800 


eoo 




32 


Dept. of Hea' th & Hirson Services 


106,357 


32,387 


506 


72,026 


78 \ 


157 


16 


Dept. of the Interio'' 


3,786 


3,292 




347 




47 


29 


Departrvnt of Transportation 




683 




108 




571 


23 


EnvirontTiefltal Protection Agency 


5,^8' 


3,207 


310 


1,390 


30 


U4 


19 


Nat 'I AerODutics I Space Ad^in. 


24,865 


2,558 


18,403 


3,517 


387 




T6 


National Science Fouxlatioti 


13,573 




303 


12,831 




439 


24 


Stat^ Rank 


27 


7^ 


29 


19 


35 


19 





* Data as reported by fund-ng agcncie; 
SGURC?: National Science Fotndatiod, SRS 



ERIC 



5'. 



HAWAII STATE PROFILE 



HAWAII 



HAWAI I RAhK 



PERSONNEL CHARACTERISTICS 

Scientists, 1986 9,400 43 

Engrnecrs, 1986 9,300 17 

Doctoral scientists, 1987 2,262 37 

Doctoral e^ineers, 1987 209 43 

New S2E doctorates awarded, 1987 102 38 

Si£ postdoctorates, 1987, in 

doctorate-granting i-isritutions 43 41 
SIB graduate stixJents, 1987, m 

doctorace-granting institutions 1,964 33 



39 
41 



FUOINC CHARACTERISTICS ($ aiUior^i) 

Federal expcfxis tures, 1987 $4,759 

Federal RJD obliga:ions, ^987 $64 

.nd;,*strial RiO perforr^ncc, 1985 $0 $14 40*51 
Academic SiD p*rforc«nce at 

doctorate-granting institutions, 1987 $57 38 

Total RIO performance, 19£ S76-$90 43-51 



Population, 1987 CC" > 1,083 39 Personal incone, 1927 $i6,654 39 

Civilian latxsr force, 1987 (COOs) 5U 42 Gross state product, 1986 $19,32C 41 

Manufacturers shipnents, 1986 $3,086 45 



FEDERAL 06LICA7IO.S FOR RESEARCH ASD 0£VELCi>HENT IN HAWAII 
BT AGENCY AND PERFORMER* 
FISCAL YEAR 1987 

(Dollars in Thousands) 







Federal 


Industrial 


Ur.»vcr. 


Other 


State I 






Total 


mtranu'-al 


Ftcs & 


Ccl leges 


Nonp'"of 1 1 


Local Gov't 


Ran 


FuxJing Agency 


$64,372 


$23,218 


Si., 660 


$31,188 


$4,711 


$595 




0epart»pcnt of Agriculture 


9,898 


4,040 




3,746 


2,102 


10 


32 


Otpartff<nt of Cornerce 


2,715 


886 


208 


1,302 


89 


230 


14 


0eparf*nt of C«*fet se 


14,045 


12,101 


364 


1,580 






38 


Department of Energy 


5,336 




4,000 


1.336 






33 


Dept. of wealti. i Hir-^n Scrvifs 


9,534 




44 


7, -30 


?,U7 


213 


43 


Dept. of the Interior 


6,9C6 


6,191 




7l5 






16 


Department of Transportation 


142 










142 


43 


Environnentol Projection Agency 


25 






25 






SO 


Ndt'l Aeronautics t Sp^ce Admin. 


5,388 




44 


5,344 






31 


National Science Fc\r«d«t >n 


10,383 






10,010 


m 




29 


State Rank 


41 


36 


44 


38 


31 


38 





* Data as reported by funding agencie>. 
<JajRCE: National Science Fo«jndat'.on, SRS 



IDAH0STA:E PROFILE 

o 

IDAHO RANK IDAHO RANK 



PERSONNEL CKASACTEftl&TICS 

Scientists, 1986 8,100 45 

Engineers, 1986 ^,900 43 

Doctoral scientists, 1987 1,422 44 

Doctoral engineers, 1987 304 40 

New SXE doctorates twarded, 1987 32 46 

St€ postdoctoraies, 1987, in 

doctorate- granting institutions 25 45 
SU. gi.»duate students, 1987, in 

doctorate- granting institutions 1,173 42 



FUND INC CHARACTERISTICS ( t si 1 1 tC,-») 

Federal expenditures, 1987 13,164 43 

Federal R&O obligations, 1987 t233 29 

Industrial RSO performance, 1985 W19 26 
Acadenic RU> perforr^nce at 

doctorate'granting institutions, 1987 S25 4? 

Total RtD perfon&ance, 1985 S4'j4 3? 



Population, 1987 (OOOs) 998 42 Personal incooe, 1987 111,799 44 

Civilian labor force, 1987 (OOCs) 471 43 Crost tt ate product, 1986 113,170 45 

Hanufacturers shipiaentt, 1986 15,920 41 



FEDERAL OBLIGATIONS FOR RESEARCH AKO OEVELOPKENT IN lOAHO 
BY AGENCY AHO PERFORMER* 
FISCA' YEAR t987 

(Dollars in T»>ousands) 



funding Agency 



Federal industrial Univer. Other State & 
Total Intrarural FInw & Colleges f4onprofit Local Gov't 



1232,726 115,342 1162,595 154,324 



1275 



Department of Agncultjre 11,882 

Departnent of Cotmerce 8 

Department of Defense 2,j84 

Depcrtnent of Energy 206,141 

Dept. of Health t Hunan Services 997 

Dept. of the Interior 9,750 

DepartTient ^^f T' ansportation ''.1 

Enr/irOfwcntal Protection Agency 29 

Nat'l Aeronautics I Spece Advin. 527 

National Science Foundation 767 



8,166 

8 

1,758 822 
293 158,005 



252 



4 

1,208 
639 
1,051 

29 
275 
767 



83 
66 
41 



27 
48 
47 
8 
50 
13 
49 
49 
47 
51 



State Rank 29 
* Data as reported b\ 'xsdinq agencies. 



44 



50 



SOURCE: National Science Fouxiation, SRS 

5. 



ERIC 



ILLINOIS STATE PROFILE 



Id INOIS RANK 



RANK 



PERSONNEL CHARAC?E(<'3TICS 



Fijj'niNC Characteristics (i mil ions) 



Scientists, 1986 
Engineers, 1986 



Doctoral scientists, 1987 
Doctoral engineers, 1987 



92,700 
107,800 

15,769 
2,884 



Hew S&E doctor tes awarded, 1987 1,094 

S^F postdoctorates, 1987, in 

doctorate- granting institutions 984 
S4E gr.iiate student*, 19S7, m 

doctoratcgranting institutions 18,995 



Federal expenditures, 1937 130, V47 8 

Federal R40 obligations, 1987 $827 16 

Industrial RJO performance, 1985 13,231 8 
Acadcoic RiO perfornance «t 

<loctorate-grant ing institutions, 1937 1498 7 

Total Rio performance, 1985 14,154 9 



Populatioc., 1987 (OOOs) 11,582 6 Personal incooe, 1987 1189,332 4 

Civilian labor force, 1937 (OOOs) 5,753 5 Cross state product, 1986 1209,666 4 

Manufacturers shipnents, 19S6 1123,839 6 



fede;;al o6l:gations for research and development in Illinois 

BY AGENCY AND PERFORKER* 
fiscal year 1987 

(Dollars in Thousands) 







Federal 


Irxjustrial 


Univer. 


Other 


State \ 






Total 


Intranural 


Firfls 


£ Col leges 


Nonpron t 


Local Gov't 


Rank 


Funding Agency 


1826,964 


172,532 


1146,236 


1567,383 


139,137 


11,676 




Departrpcnt of Agriculture 


^0,736 


22,727 




7,997 


12 




8 


Oepa^-tment of Comcrce 


863 




128 


478 




257 


25 


Departtnent cf Defense 


227,580 


45.454 


136,308 


44,715 


1,103 




23 


Department of Energy 


288,960 


11? 


2,156 


277,220 


9,465 




6 


Cept. of Health t Hinan Services 


t 83, 449 


391 


2,481 


155,361 


24,770 


446 


8 


Dept. of the Interior 


3,021 


^,158 


32 


;42 




89 


37 


Oeparf^ent of Trensportat ion 


3,313 


162 


1,860 


280 


127 


884 


17 


Envirocncntat Protect;on Ag'Jncy 


3,163 






2,645 


518 




24 


Nat*l Aeronautics £ Space Adnir. 


14,015 


1,521 


2,486 




59 




22 


National Science Foundation 


71,864 




7b: 


67,996 


3,083 




5 


State Ran"' 


16 


25 


27 


5 


12 


14 





• Oata as reported by fusing agencies. 



SOURCE: national Science Foi-ndation. SRS 



INDIANA STATE PRCFIcE 



INDIANA RANK 



'KOIANA RANK 



PERSONNEL CHARACTRPISTICS 

ScSentUtt, 1986 44,600 17 

E09«ne«r«, 1986 54,700 13 

Doctoral «clentisw, 1987 6,380 23 

Doctoral engineers, 1987 1,051 19 

New SiE doctorates awarded, 1987 9 

Sie postdoctorates, 1987, in 

doctorate- grant tHQ Institutions 435 17 
SU graduate sttxJents, 1987, in 

doctorate -granting institutions 8,^07 14 



18 

28 



FUNDING C'fARACTERISTICS (S mi 1 1 ions) 

Fec'Tal expenditures, 1987 $14,691 

Federal RU> obligations, 1987 $339 

Industrial RU> performstice, 1985 SI, 433 15 
Academic RIO performance at 

cocrorate-gr&iiting institutions, 1987 S188 20 

Total RU> pcrfonnance, 1985 SI, 643 18 



Population, 1987 (000s) 5,531 
Civilian labor force, 1987 (OOOs) 2,751 



^crson«l income, 1987 S76,520 15 

Gross state product, 1986 S84,922 14 

Manufacturers shipments, 1985 S75,670 9 



FEDERAL OeLIGATIONS fOU RESEARCH ANO DEVEL0P*4£MT IN IMDIANA 
BY AGENCY AND PERFOftfER* 
FISCAL ye;" 1987 

(Dollars in Thousands) 







Feoeral 


Indostrial 


Untver. 


Other 


State t 






Total 


Intracrure' 


Finos 


ft Co' leges 


Nonprofit Local Gov't 


Rank 


Finding Agency 


1339,42, 


S64,245 


SI 52, 087 


S120,830 


S987 


SI, 280 




Department of Agriculture 


9,349 


3,061 


?53 


6,030 


5 




36 


Oepartm-nt of Coffimerce 


122 






122 






40 


Department of Defense 


213,816 


57,353 


146 033 


10,430 






24 


Department of Energy 


15,614 




1,762 


13,852 






23 


Dept. of Health t Kunan Services 


52,247 




2,389 


49,005 


272 


491 


25 


Dept. of the Intertor 


2,551 


1,832 




719 






44 


Department of Transportation 


4,458 


840 


233 


2,596 




789 


16 


EnviroTfoental Protect »on Agency 


1,235 






1,205 


30 




31 


Nat' I Aeronautics I Space Adnin. 


5, 


1,159 


1,417 


2,479 


680 




29 


National Science Fouxiation 


34,302 






34,302 






12 


State "lank 


28 


26 


26 


21 


37 


20 





* Data as reported by funding agencies. 



SOURCE: National Science Foundation, 



ERIC 



rOWA STATE PROFILE 



IOWA 



lOUA RANK 



PERSONNEL CHARACTERISTICS 

Scientists, 1986 16,400 

Engineers, 1986 26,700 

Doctoral scientists, 1987 3,721 

Doctoral engineer*;, 1987 359 

New S&E doctorates awarded, 1987 381 

S&E postdoctorates, 1987, in 

doctorate-granting institutions 305 
SU graduate students, 1987, in 

doctorate-granting institutions 5,188 



34 
27 

29 
36 



22 



23 



FUNDING CHARACTERISTICS (S millions) 

Federal expenditures, 1987 S8,528 32 

Federal RIO obi i gat ions, 1987 S162 33 

Industrial RtO pcrforman*- , 1955 S317 30 
Academic RiO performance at 

doctorate-granting institution^, 1987 S157 23 

Totnl R40 performance, 1985 S488 30 



Population, 1987 (0003) 

Civilian labor forc«, 198/ (OOOs) 



2,834 29 Personal income, 1987 
1,448 29 Gross state product, 1986 

Manufacturers shipments, 1986 



S40,218 
S43,836 
$31,219 



29 
29 
25 



FEOERAL OBLIMTIONS FOR RESEARCH ANO DEVELOPMENT IN IOWA 
BY AGENCY AND PERFORMER* 
FISCAL YEAR 1987 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

Fede. 41 jnQ'jstrial Univer. Other State t 
Total Intraoral Firms ft Colleges Norfjrofit Local Gov't 



Funding Agenc/ 

Oepartment of Agriculture 
Department of Conwrce 
Department of Defense 
Deportment of Energy 
Dept. of Health ft Htman Services 
Dept. of the Interior 
Department of Transportation 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Nat'l Aeronautics ft Space Adnin. 
National Science Foundat on 



S162,127 S20,217 S43,578 S9V,062 



UOO S870 



25,294 
168 
48,702 
16,786 
54,173 
2,484 
450 
900 
6,922 
6,248 



State Rank 33 
* D'^ta as reported by funding agencies. 



16,524 
1,48^ 

2,209 



43,481 



42 
55 



8,770 
168 
3,737 
16,786 
53,395 
275 

900 
6.880 
6,151 

26 



358 420 
450 

42 



41 



30 



11 

39 
32 
21 
24 
46 
31 
35 
26 
31 



SOURCE: National Science Foundation, SRS 



6, 



fJ^ KAMSAS STATE PROFILE 



PEItSOKMEL CHARACTER ST ICS 



FUMDImG CHARACTERISTICS (S nillioos) 



Scientists, 1986 14,800 38 

Engineers, 198^ 18,200 31 

Doctoral scientists, 1987 3,100 3S 

Ooctoril engineers, 1987 399 35 

Mew S«E doctorate* awarded, 1967 277 26 

SIE postdoctorates, 1987, in 

doctorate* granti'ig institutions 200 28 
S&E graduate siudents, 1987, in 

doctor ate* granting institutions 4,412 28 



FiKleral expenditures, 1987 S8,760 30 

Federal RtO obligations, 1987 S94 39 

Industrial RSO performance, 1985 ^285 33 
Academic RSO performance at 

doctorate*grant ing institutions, 1987 $94 32 

Total Rto pcrfomwrNce, 1985 S359 36 



Population, 1987 (OOOs) 2,476 ^2 Personal income, 1987 $37,021 31 

Civilian labor force, 19<J7 (OOOs) 1,267 3: Grow «• ate product, 1986 $42,472 30 

Hanufacturtrf shipments, 1986 $30,393 26 



FEDERAL OeLlCATIONS FOR RESEARCH AMD DEVELOPHEHT IN KAMSAS 
BY AGEmCY AMD PERFORMER* 
FISCAL YEAR 1987 

(Dollars in Thousand*:) 

Federal Industrial Univer. Other State 
Total Intramural Firms t Colleges Monprofit Local Gov't Rank 



Funding Agency 



$94,059 $9,073 $44,464 $39,356 



Department af Agriculture 9,428 

Department of Commerce 15 

Department of Defense 53,191 

Department of Energy 1,646 

Dept. of Health t Hunan Services 19,552 

Dept. of the Interior 2,775 

Department of Transportation 254 

Environmental Protect i on Agency 798 

Nat 'I Aerori^ "^s & Space Adviin. 2,519 

National Sc e Foundation 3,8S1 



1,739 42,508 



767 
54 



4,801 
15 
8,944 
1,646 
17,404 
84 
81 
798 
1.73/ 
3. '.27 



369 
69 



35 
47 
31 
40 
3? 
38 
37 
36 
36 
39 



State Rank 



39 



33 



* Data as re^rt d by funding ^gefxiet. 



SOURCE: National Science fourjdat.^, SSS 



6. 



•f »^ N T U C K Y STATE PROFILE 



kemtocky ramk 



KEH'UCKY RANK 



PERSOHHEL CHA^ 'tTERISTICS 

Scientists, 1986 *:0,200 28 

Engmters, 1986 19,100 30 

Doctoral scientists, 198/* 3,479 31 

Doctoral engineers, 1987 296 41 

Mcu Sll doctorates awarded, 1987 117 37 

SSE postdoctorates, 1987, in 

doctorate*granting ir.stltutioos 166 30 
SSE graduate students, 1987, in 

doctorate*granting institutions 2,994 33 



FUNDImG characteristics (SmilUwis) 

Federal expenditures, 1987 $10,367 28 

Federal RSO obligations, 1987 $62 42 

Industrial RSD oerformjnce, 1985 $221 35-39 
Academic RSD perforriance at 

doctorate*granting institutions, 1987 $78 34 

Total RiD performance, 1935 $306 38 



Population, 1987 (OOOs) 3,727 23 Personal income, 1987 $44,541 26 

Civilian labor force, 1987 (OOOs) 1,686 25 Gross state product, 1986 $53,135 26 

Manufacturers shipments, 1986 $37,349 21 



FEDERAL OBUGATIONS FOR RESEARCH AMD DEVELOPMEMT IK KENTUCKY 
Bi AGEMCY and PtR former^ 
FISCAL YEAR 1987 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

Federal Ir.iustrial Univer, Other State 4 
Total Intramural Firms t Colleges Monprofit Local Gov't Rank 



$32,558 $168 $1,094 

7.627 168 -• 34 
46 

1.022 •* *- 44 

1.035 ** ** 42 

18.535 •* ** 30 

378 ** 4 45 

1.032 26 

187 •• 58 34 

792 •* •* 43 

2.982 * 44 

37 50 23 

* Data as reported by funding agencies. 



Funding Agency 

Department of Agriculture 
Department of Cwirr-erce 
Department of Defense 
Department of Energy 
Dept. of Health S Hunan Services 
Dept. of the Interior 
Ocportment of Trtnsportation 
Environrnentat, Protection Agency 
Mai" Aeronautics & Space Admi.^. 
Mational Srience Fo^jndation 

State Rank 



$62,163 $26,692 $1,651 

9.595 1.800 

26 • • 26 

11.530 10.347 161 

1.407 •• 372 

31.366 12,440 391 

2.487 2,105 

1.032 

946 • • 701 
792 
2,982 

42 33 



SOURLE: National Science Focndation, SRS 



NAlif£ tTATE PROFILE 



MAINE RANK 



MAINE RANK 



KRSONHEL CKAftACTEftlSTICS 

Sciefitists, 1986 11,400 iO 

Engineers, 1986 7,300 40 

Doctor*: fcientlsts, 1987 1,437 43 

Doctoral engiiwrt, 1987 313 38 

Mew StE doctoratcf awarded, 19B7 20 49 

StE postdoct orates, 1987, in 

doctorate* granting instttut ons 18 48 
SiE Oroduate students, 1987, in 

c:octorate-or Anting institutions 614 49 



4C 
32 



FUNDING CHARACTERISTICS (I nlUions) 

Federal expenditures, 1987 14,109 

Federal RlO obligation*, 1987 t179 

Industrial RU) performance, 1985 S23't74 40*51 
Acadenic RlO performance at 

doctorate*granting institutions, 1987 $17 50 

Total Rtt> perfonwnce, 1985 $53*1109 43*51 



Population, 1987 (000s) 
Civilian tabor force, 1987 (OOOs) 



1,187 38 Personal income, 1987 
587 39 Cross state product, 1986 

Manufacturers fchipnents, 1986 



$16,280 
$17,326 
$10,092 



40 
43 
37 



FEDERAL OBLIGATIONS FOR RESEARCH AHO DEVELOPMENT IN KAINE 
BT AGENCY AMD PERFORMER* 
FISCAL YEAR 1987 

(Ootlars in Thousands) 



Funding Agencv 

DepartBtcnt of Agriculture 3,562 

Department of Conwice 507 

Department of Defense 153,421 

Oep«rtP>ent of Energy 122 

Dept. of Health t Munan Services 11,573 

Dept. of the Interior 2,573 

Department of Transportation 125 

Environmental Protect ion Agency 2,800 

NatM Aeronautics t Space Aduin. 653 

National Science Fotr»datlon 3,282 

State Rank 32 

• Data as reported by furtding agencies. 



Fede'-al Industrial Univer. Other State t 
Total Intiuffurat Firms I Colleges Mor^rofit Local Gov't 

$178,618 $5,493 $153,122 $6,106 $12,922 $975 



862 
2,380 



2,249 
2 



55 

150,504 
41 



1,871 
321 
330 



2,6r 

295 
?S7 

611 
324 

781 
25 
1,172 



42 
250 
122 
10,372 



49 
307 
1,780 



21 



34 
170 



123 
99 



26 



46 
30 
28 
50 
41 
43 
44 
25 
45 
42 



SOURCE: National Science Focndation, SftS 




LOUISIANA STATE PROflLE 



LOUISi;j(A RANK 



LOUISIANA i^ANK 



PERSONNEL CHARACTERISTICS 

Scientists, 1986 26,200 25 

Engineers, 1986 31,400 24 

Doctoral scientists, 1987 4,666 2 

Doctoral engin<>ers, 1987 867 23 

New SlE doctorates awarded, 1987 166 30 

SiE postdoctorates, 1987, in 

doctorate*granting institutions 246 26 
SSE graduate students, 1987, m 

doctorate*granting ir^titutions 3,438 29 



FUNDING CHARACTERISTICS ($ Millions) 



Federal expenditures, 1987 $11,821 
Federal R&o obligations, 1987 $108 



Total RIO performance, 1985 



$349 



26 
37 



Industrial RtO performance, 1985 $187 35*39 

Acadenic RIO performance at 

doctor8te*granting institutions, 1987 $149 ZS 



37 



23 



Population, 1987 (OOOs) 4,461 20 Personal income, 1987 $50,681 

Civilian labor force, 1987 (OOOs) 1,955 21 Gross state product, 1986 $74,426 20 

Manufacturers shipments, 1986 143,861 18 



FEDERAL OBLIGATIONS FOR RESEARCH AND OEVELOPMfNT IN LOUISIANA 
BY AGEWCY AND PERFORMER* 
FISCAL YEAR 1987 



(Dollars in Thousar^s) 







Federal 


Industrial 


Univer. 


Other 


State L 






Total 


Intramural 


FiriRs 


i Colleges 


Sor^jrof 1 1 


Local Gov't 


fcani 


Funding Agency 


$107,721 


$34,6*/ 


$13,619 


$57,092 


$750 


$1,641 




Oepartrv..it of Agriculture 


26,970 


21,979 




4.991 






9 


Department of Conrierce 


987 






629 


58 


300 


22 


Department of Defense 


18,384 


3,034 


12.903 


2.447 






37 


Department of Enej gy 


1,476 






1.476 






41 


Dept. of Health I Human Services 


45.096 


3.086 


50 


>i 0.949 




325 


28 


Dept. of the Interior 


5,567 


5,154 




413 






23 


Department of Transportation 


1,066 






50 




1.016 


24. 


Environmental Protection Agency 


1,059 




174 


879 


6 




Nat'l Aeronautics t Spare Admin. 


3,023 


1.366 


434 


1,223 






35 


National Science Foundation 


4,093 




58 


4.035 






38 


State Rank 


37 


29 


39 


30 


3? 


17 





* Data ttS reported by funding egf ^xtes. 



SOU»Ct. National Science Foundation, SRi 



STATE PROFILE 



KARYLANO KAWK 



MARYLAMO RkUK 



KRSONNEL CHARACTERISTICS 



FUUOINC CKAI{ACTERU::CS (t Billions) 



Scientists. 1986 66,600 10 

Engineers, 1986 47,600 16 

Doctor*! scientists, 1987 1S,6l3 7 

Doctoral engineers, 19&7 2,199 10 

New StE doctorfttet swordcd, 1987 3aS IS 

StE postdoctorAtes, 1987, in 

doctor*tc>9rftnting institutions 93S 7 
SlE grsduAte students, 19B7, In 

doctorate granting institutions 6,497 20 



Fedeial expenditures, 1987 
Federal RtO obt i^itions, 1987 



$23,186 
U,036 

J1,4J7 



Industrial R&D pcrforrw;ncc, 1985 
Academic RtO performance at 
doctorate'granting institutions, 1987 t710 



Total RlO performance, 1985 



11 
2 



5 



Population, 1987 (000s } 4,S3S 19 

Civilian labor force, 1987 (000s) 2,402 17 



Personal income, 1987 WO, 367 U 

Cross state product, 1986 176,504 18 

Manufacturers shipntents, 1936 126,068 27 



FEDERAL OOLICATICNS FOR RESEARCH AKO DEVELOPMENT IN KARYLAND 
BY AGENCY AND PEPFORMER* 
FISCAL .AR 1987 

(Dollars in Thousands) 







Federal 


Industrial 


Unwer . 


Other 


Stare I 






Total 


Intranural 


F inia 


t Colleges 


Nor<>rof 1 1 


Local Gov't 


Rank 


Funding Agency 


tt, 035, 687 $2,507,150 11,109,888 


1374,539 


141,427 


12,883 




Department of Agriculture 


82,342 


77,419 


281 


4,568 


24 


50 


2 


Department of Corwerce 


123,196 


117,240 


3,510 


2,247 


24 


175 




Departaitnt of Defense 


329 


996,049 


801,516 


151,557 


3,207 




3 


Oepurtnent cf Energy 


39,217 


22,310 


8,419 


8,025 


463 




17 


Dept. of Health I Hunan Services 


1,362,602 


1,072,893 


107,598 


166,064 


15,198 


849 


1 


Dept. of the Interior 


12,737 


12,087 




621 




29 


9 


Department of Transportation 


39, 


23,266 


13,722 


396 


80 


1,665 


1 


Environrwntal Protection Agency 


16,035 


2,444 


1 1 , 749 


1.477 


2S0 


115 


8 


Nat* I Aeronautics t Sf^ce Adnin. 


378,587 


183,250 


161,916 


12,8^0 


20,561 




2 


National Science FocrxJation 


29,515 


192 


1,177 


26,524 


; ^^Z 




14 


State Rank 


2 


1 


9 


7 


11 


9 





* Data as reported by funding ager^ies. 



SOURCE: National Science Fotndation, SRS 

G 

ERIC 



MASSACHUSETTS STATE PROFILE 



KAS>ACKUSETTS RANIC 



MASSACHUSETTS RANK 



PERSONNEL CHARACTERISTICS 



FUNDING CHARACTERISTICS (1 millions) 



Scientists, 1986 
Engineers, 1986 



Doctoral scientists, 1987 
Doctoral enginters^ i967 



90,200 
102,200 

16,186 
2.857 



New S&E doctora;es awarded, 1987 1,122 

SiE postdoct orates, 1987, in 

doctorate granting institutions 2,958 
S&E graduate students, 1987, in 

doctorate-granting institutions 21,270 



Federal expenditures, 1987 
Federal RtO (^ligations, 1987 



125,513 
13,910 



Industrial RtD performance, 19S5 14,1/3 
ACAdentc <itO perforrunce ot 
doctorate granting institutions, 1987 1719 



Total RW performance, 1«S5 



16,022 



Population, 1987 (000s) 5,855 13 Personal \ncomc. 1987 1110,821 10 

Civilian labor 'orce, 1987 (000s) 3,086 11 Gross state product, 1986 $115,526 10 

Manufacturers ihipmcnts, 1986 $«),t83 13 



FEDERAL OBLIGATIONS FOR RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT IN KASSACHUSZTTS 
8Y AGENCY ANO ^FORMER* 
FISCAL YEAR 1987 

(Dollars in Thousands) 







Federal 


Industrial 


Univer . 


Other 


State I 






Tulol 


Intranural 


F 1 rtns 


t Col leges Nonprofit 


Local Gov't 


Rank 


Funding Agency 


15,910,013 


1575,855 11.839.259 


185?. 5" 


$65».6.M 


15.783 




Department of Agriculture 


16.397 


12.015 




4.582 






20 


Deportment of CormerCe 


25.672 


19.325 


1.705 


2.074 


280 


209 




Department of Defense 


3.017.887 


509.104 


1 . 76/. . 380 


405.666 


358 , 757 






Department Energy 


^9.236 




5.299 


55.449 


488 




14 


Dept. of Health t Hur^n Ser.ices 


5i8.031 


2.259 


33.600 


255.691 


262.185 


4.296 




Dept. of the Interior 


3.479 


2.283 


1^ 


880 


205 




33 


Department of Transportation 


37.479 


29.717 


2.055 


5.028 




701 




fnvironmentat (Protection Agency 


22.815 




13.750 


4.510 


4.059 


496 




Nat 'I Aeronautics t Space Aditin. 


50.?;i 


1.081 


13.5S8 


•«.031 


17,306 




13 


National Scienr'» Foundation 


120,241 


71 


S,f05 


106.804 


8.361 






State Ranti 


3 


8 


2 


5 


1 


4 





• Data as reported bv funding age^'Oes. 



SOURCE: National Science Foundation. SRS 



MICHIGAN STATE PROFILE 



MICHIGAN RANK MICHIGAN RANK 



rcRSUNNcL CnAKACTcRI STICS 






FUNDING CHARACTERISTICS (S nil I ions) 




Scientists, 1986 


77,200 


9 


Federal expenditures, 1987 


$25,348 


10 


Engi nceri, 1986 


114,000 


5 


Federal R&D obligations, 1987 


$463 


22 


Doctoral scientists, 1987 


10,927 


11 


Industrial RSO perforr-aoce, 1985 


$5,975 


3 


Doctoral engineers, 1987 


2 , 390 


10 


Acadwic RSO performance at 












doctorate-granting institutions 


1987 $397 


8 


New SiE doctorates awarded, 19«7 


710 


8 
















Total RSO performance, 1985 


$6,370 


4 


$4E postdocv orates, 1^87, »n 














wv%uro(c ^^lOiiiiir^ inslllUliOns 


682 


10 
























doctorate- granting institutiorts 


14.314 


8 










Population, 1937 (OOOs) 


9,200 


8 


Personal incoene, 1987 


$141,034 


9 


Civilian labor force, 1987 (OOOs) 


4,523 


S 


Gross state product, 1986 


$153,240 


9 








Manufacturers shiptncnts, 1986 


$140,574 


4 




FEDERAL OBLIGATION^ 


fO<t RESEARCH ANO DEvELOPKENT IN 


MICHIGAN 








BY 


AGENCY ANt 


PERFORMER* 












FISCAL YEAR 1987 










(OoUars in 


Thousands) 










Federal 


Industrial 


Univer. Other 


State & 






Total Intrenur^ 


Firms 


& Colleges Nonprofit Local Gov't 


Rank 


Funding Agcnc/ 


$463,392 


J87,36^ 


i145,376 


$209,124 $20,360 


$1,168 




Oepartncnt ot Agriculture 


14,488 


4,890 


9 


9,589 




22 


Department of Commerce 


4,772 


4,163 




609 




11 


Department of Defense 


200,635 


68,249 


117,378 


12,973 2,335 




25 


Department of Energy 


27,947 




19,552 


8,395 




18 


Dept. of Health & Hunan Services 


148,920 


403 


4, .>51 


126,329 17,181 


756 


11 


Oept. of the Interior 


5,141 


4,911 




212 


IS 


25 


Department of Transportation 


2,065 


187 


582 


902 


394 




Enviromental Protect ion Agency 


6,068 


4,228 


190 


1,6U 35 




1/ 


Nat* I Aeronautics & Sp^ce Achin. 


13,803 


333 


3,30: 


10,168 




23 


National Science Foundation 


i9,553 




112 


38,632 809 




10 


Stat* Rank 


22 


22 


cB 


10 16 


22 





* Oata as reported by funding agencies. 



SOURCE; National Science Foun&ation, SRS 



ERIC 



MINHESOTA STATE PROFILE 



MINNESOTA RANK 



MINNESOTA RANK 



PERSCNSFl CHARACTERISTICS 



FUNDING CHARACTERISTICS ($ .riUions) 



Scientists, 1966 
Engineers, 1*^86 



40,800 
48,500 



20 
15 



federal expenditures, 1987 
Federal Rtt) obligations, 1987 



$13,227 
$506 



Doctoral scientists, 1987 7,207 16 

Ooctoral engineers, 1987 852 24 

New SiE doctora'^iS awarded, 1987 305 21 

S&E post'Jvx:torates, 1937, in 

do'torate-granting institut.ons 416 18 
S&E grviuate students, 1987, in 

doctor^ te-granting institutions 5,608 21 



irdustr'al R&O perforcance, 1985 $1,971 
Acadecic ^iO perforrran^e at 
'•octorate-granting mst (utions, 1987 $222 



Total RtO 'forsvsnce, 1985 



$2,211 



12 
16 
15 



Population, 1987 (OOOs) 4,^46 2. Personal incooc, 1987 $67,010 20 

Civthon labor force. W87 (OOOs) 2,159 1^ GroS^ state product , 1986 $75,626 19 

Manufacturers shipments, ' 86 142,790 19 



FEDERAL OBLIGATIONS F0« RESEARCH ANO DEVELOPMENT IN MINNESOTA 
BY AGENCY ANO PERFCftMcR* 
FISCAL YEAR 1987 

(C/oliarS in Thousanus) 



FrJcral Industrial Univcr. Other State i 
Total Intranural Firfns $, Colleges Nonprof-t Local Gov't Rank 

$506,464 $26,388 $319,677 $120,098 $38,684 $1,617 



Fundi [>g Agency 

Deparlrwnt of >griculture 16,908 10, 78'^ 75 6,C44 

Copartment of Comcrcc 355 355 

Departtnent of Oefe-^^c 310,846 462 305,993 4,240 

Deportment of Energy ^,778 4 773 

Oept. of HcaUh & Hunan Services 125,313 2,372 83,520 

Oept. of the Interior 11,024 10,453 72 499 

Oepartment of Transportation 1,447 -• 1,?36 

Enviromental Protection Agency 6,809 4,684 824 1,301 

Nat'l Aeronautics & Space Adfiin. 11,960 9,967 1,993 

National Science Foundation 17,024 • 374 16,332 



38,2 



1,2C6 



19 
32 
21 
34 
13 
10 
22 
•4 
24 
21 



State Ronk 21 
* Oata as reported by funding agencies. 



23 



SO<JRCE: National Science Foirxiation, SRS 



MISSISSIPPI STATE PROFILE 



MISSISSIPPI RANK 



h;5SI5sip9i saxk 



PERSONNEL CHARACTERISTICS 



FUtiCiMC CKAAACTERISTICS ((qiUiot^) 



Scientists, 1986 
Engir^rs, 1986 



15,500 
10,000 



37 
36 



Federal expenditures, 1987 
Federal RtO obi igations, ^?S7 



«,725 
$184 



31 
31 



Doctor«t scientists, 1987 2,^51 38 

Doctoral engineer*, 1987 477 34 

New S&E doctorates awarded, 1987 126 35 

SSE postdoctorates, 1987, in 

doctor ate- granting institutions 58 39 
SiE graduate students, 1937, in 

doctorate* granting institutions 2,357 36 



Industrial R«) perforffance, 1985 t62 hO-5i 
Acedeta^c RlO perforssance at 

doctorate* granting institutions, 1987 $58 37 

Total RW perfonaance, 1985 $245 39-42 



Population, 1987 (000s ) 2,625 31 

Civilian labor force, 1987 (OOOs) 1,151 32 



Personal incJo«, 1987 $26,781 
Cross state product, 1986 $31,830 
Ranufactureri shiprmts, 1986 $21,719 



FEDERAL OeLIGATIONS FOR RESEARC)* KKO OEVELCPMENT IN MISSISSIPPI 
BV ACEKCY AKO PERFORMER* 
FISCAL YEAR 1987 

(Dollars in Thousands) 







Federal 


Industrial 


•Jniver. 


Other 


'Tate i 






Total 


Intrvrurtl 


Fines fc 


Colleges Nonprofit Local Gov't 


Rer.k 


Funding Ager^y 


$184,473 


$127,489 


$15,992 


$35,296 


$5,056 


$640 




Departeient of Agricu ture 


54,911 


25,694 




8,64? 


573 


2 


6 


Department of Coewerc- 


6,604 


1,390 


895 


844 


3,400 


75 


9 


Departnent of Defense 


100,293 


84,027 


5,633 


10,588 


45 




29 


Oepartnent cf Energy 


3,298 




300 


3,098 






35 


Dept. of Health I Kvisan Services 


9,541 




12: 


9,567 




152 


42 


Dept. of the Interior 


3,727 


3,628 




99 






3. 


Oepartwent of Transportation 


898 


465 




72 




361 


2S 


Envirormentsl Protection Agency 


2,150 


1,658 




467 




25 


27 


Ntt'l Aeronautics & Space Ad«in. 


21,248 


10,627 


9,042 


516 


1,03 J 


25 


17 


Nsticnal Science Foundation 


1,403 






1,403 






47 


Stste f^ank 


32 


17 


38 


35 


30 


36 





• Ditc at reported bv fundins agencies. 



SOURCE: 4*t{onat $cicnc« Foundation, SRS 

ERIC 



MISSOURI STATE PROMLE 



MISSOURI RAWK 



MlSSOUi^l RANK 



PER»0»jh£L CHARACTERISTICS 



fUJiDNw CHARACTERISTICS ($ eUl^ons) 



Scientists, 1986 
Engif^ers, 198o 



55,3CO 
46,300 



15 
17 



Fcocral expcnditu'-es, 1587 
Federal R&D cbligatJO^, '987 



$21, C6? 13 
$615 19 



Docto-ai scientists, T9» * 6,602 20 

Doctoral engineers, 198. 1,039 20 

Hew SIE doctorates awa-dcd, 1937 294 23 

SiE postdoctorates, 1987, in 

doctorate-grant jrg institutions 487 "5 
SiE graduate students, 1987, in 

coc tor ate- gran: log institutions 6,877 19 



ifxjus'^r-al Rio perfor-. '>ce, 1985 $1,208 16 

Academic Rio pe'-foreia.jce at 

doctcrate-g^anting inst -tut ions, '1937 $207 18 



Total R40 performance, 1985 



$^424 



Population, lyS' (OCOs) 5,103 15 

Civilian labor force, 1937 (CCCs) 2,589 15 



Personal incoce, 1987 $74,179 16 

Cross state poduct, 1986 183,534 15 

Manufacturers shiprncnts, *986 $58,248 14 



FEDERAL C3L!G;:I01IiS FOR RESEAR .ri ^ 5EVEL0PME>iT IN MISSOURI 
9Y AGENCY AVj j«.mER» 
FISCAL TEAR 1937 

(Dollars in Thousands) 







Federal 


Industrial 


Univer . 


Other 


State I 






Total 


Intrarwal 


Firws 


2 Colleges Nonprofit Loca. Cc . 


Rank 


Fund'-^s Agency 


$614,622 


$46,C?C7 


$424,226 


$128,319 


$14,878 


$1,192 




Departisent of Agriculture 


12,329 


4,369 




7,960 






25 


Departpsent of Comerce 


685 


358 




206 


121 




28 


DepartJTct of Defense 


455,725 


31,984 


420,463 


3,273 


5 




16 


Depar:'"^cnt of Energy 


2,201 






2,094 


107 




37 


Dept. of Health t Htn^n Services 


115,510 


75 


4?9 


'01,724 


12,492 


790 


15 


Dept. of t^ Interior 


9,843 


8,985 


35 


811 




12 


12 


^•partincnt of Transportation 


1,053 


54 


79 


3 


628 


289 


25 


Enviroorxnta' Protect ion Ag'-^cy 


499 




150 


2-.8 




10: 


39 


Kat'l Aeronautics t Spac^ Adnin. 


5,631 


182 


:,720 


2,611 


118 




30 


National Science Foundation 


ll,1i6 




350 


9,389 


1,407 




26 


State Rank 


19 


ZZ 


18 


18 


19 


21 





* Data as reported by funding tgenc»es. 



SOURCE: National Science Fo^«Jat«on, SRS 



MONTAKA STATE PRO/>ILE 



HONTAMA RAKK 



PERSOMNEL CKARACTEaiSTICS 



fVfOlHQ CHARACTER i ST ICS (S aiUiocs) 



Scientists, 1986 
Engineers, 1986 

Doctoral scientists, 1987 
Doctoral engineers, 1987 

Htu S&E doctorates twaroed, !9B7 

SiE post doctorates, 1987, o 
doctorste-gr^ntins institutions 

SiE grsdi^te Students, .987, in 
doctor ^re-oranting ifstituticns 



6,000 
2,100 



1,330 
87 



24 
691 



47 federal expenditures, 1987 $2, £27 46 
50 red«ral R&O obligations, 1987 $50 48 

45 Industrial PJO pcrfcrna'<e, 1935 40 $7^ 4C-51 

48 Acadcffii R£0 performance at 

doctorate grant jng :nst j tot ions, 1987 $30 

45 

Total RiO per'cmance, 1985 $i3 $117 43-51 



Poulation, 1987 (000s) 809 Personal incocw, 1937 $9,917 46 

Civil Tsn UDor force, 1987 (COOs) 403 44 Gross state product 1986 $'2,163 46 

Manufacturers shipDents, 19S6 $2,998 46 



'EDESAL OBLIGATIONS fOS RESEARCH AKD CEvHLCPHENr i** **0.'TA\A 

3y AG£»icy Alio pEaroftMEs* 

FISCAL YEAR 1987 
(Dollars in fhoosands) 







federal 


industrial 


w'njver . 








Torol 


Inf&rxirai 


f \rtrs i 


Cot legci 


Hi^rc' * LOcaL C3/'t 




fiTxJin^ Agency 


$30,080 


$17,763 


$1,457 


$10,032 


*193 $535 




Departtne , of Agriculture 


10,065 


7,331 


173 


2,5^: 


5: 


31 


Departtneot of Connercc 


92 






92 






Dcpartrnent o^ Oefenst 


1,148 


433 


440 


2rS 






Oepertnent of Energy 


1,699 


950 


606 


^^3 






Drpt, of Health I Hir»n Services 


3,86, 


5,681 


s9 


2 ... 






Dept. of t^e Interior 


4,030 


3,36^ 


139 








Depart ncnt of Transport on 


'66 












Env:ronrent8l Protec" ^ Agercy 


750 




50 








Nat'l Aeronautics I Space Ad^in. 


216 






?'6 






National Science focndativ^ 


3,033 










-3 


State R»nk 


43 


42 


47 









* Data as reported by funding agencies. 



SOURCE: Kation^t Science fc^Mxittion, SRS 



ERIC 



7. 



NEBRASKA S1A.E PROri E 



NE8RAS)CA iAHt 



)iE3RASCA RANK 



PERSC»i».5l CriARACTERISTlCS 

Scientists, r86 16,500 33 

Engineers, 1986 8,200 39 

Doctoral scientists, 1937 1,091 48 

Dccto'-at engineers, 1987 106 46 

new SJE doctorates euardcd, 1987 120 36 

Si£ fxrstdoctoratcs, 193/, in 

doct-.r',te gi anting mstuut ors 96 35 
*iS£ graduate studerts, '937, in 

'^octorate-grant ing institut; ns 2,420 35 



rusOUG CHARACTERISTICS ($ ri I ons) 

FeC'f'-al expenditures 1937 $5,331 
feoeral RiO obligations, 1987 $49 



37 
44 



:ntJL.strial perforronce, 1985 142 40-51 
Ac»de«ic r4d perfor.TNance at 

doctorate graTing irst i tot »oos, 1987 $72 35 

Total Rio perforr.3nce, 1935 $'16 43-5t 



Population, 1987 (CCOs) 1,594 36 Pc-sonal incone, 1987 $22 367 34 

CivilMn labor force, '937 (OCCs) 811 34 Gross state product, 1936 $26,521 35 

>'anufacture s shipments, 1956 s '5,057 34 



FtOER^' nL!GATIC>.S fC? PiSEARCH A»i0 Di^LOPj-f^T IH i 
9Y AGEliiCY AVO PE^FORMCft* 
r.'SCAL YtAi? W87 

(Oolle's I » Thousands) 



?vxxlirg Agency 



TOtw 
$48,922 



fedc-al Industrial Univer. 0»*ier 
In;-anur3l fir-^ S Colleges \,or^rof' 



State & 
local Gov* 



Dcporf^nt of AgriCultu-e 14,763 

0'-^'«rt'nen: of Corrvce 235 

C-^Mrt'^crt of Defense J0,8l7 

a'fner: Energy 492 
0*»pl, of •'ealth t Kirwin Services 14,4S5 

ot. of th*? Irtcric 2,654 

O^'oart'^nt of Transportation 333 

E''.'To<v»en:al P-otection Agency 60 

**^fl Acronoutjcs 4 Space k<im\n. 853 

>»atic«~al Sc;enrc foundation 4,260 

''a»e Rank 44 

* Dati a< reporte<; by funding «^ nctcs. 



8,503 



2,^41 



37 



;21,899 $1,407 $22,686 
10,955 



1,30<' 



3,796 
255 
826 
492 
:2,064 
19D 

60 
765 
4,2o0 

42 



$1,3^2 
12 
V9 
1,651 



$1,088 



740 
3'3 



21 

36 
45 
46 
^9 
40 
35 

41 
37 



SOORCt: Mational Science f(.>nrfat*oo, s^S 



00 



NEVADA STATE PROFILE 



MEVAOA RANK 



PERSO*,XEL CHARACTERISTICS 



Scientists. 1986 
Engineers, 19S6 



;j, 100 

4,500 



29 
45 



fund: CKARACTf'RISTICS (SniUions) 

Federal expefxJitures, 1987 
Federal RiO obligations, 1937 



S3, 461 
S462 



41 
23 



Doctoral scientists, 1987 4,246 27 

Doctoral engineers, 1987 1,474 15 

Kew SIC dc/ctorates awarded, 1987 18 50 

S4e postdoctorates, 1987, jn 

doc t ©'■ate- granting institutions 27 43 
S4E graduate students, 1987, in 

doctorate- granting institutions 642 48 



Industrial RSO pcrfortnance, 1985 $28-$74 40*51 
Acodeffiic R&O perfortnance at 

doctorate'granting institutions, 1987 $28 46 

Total RSO perforswnce, 19^5 $'2?' i'Ty 39-42 



Population, 1987 (000$) 1,007 41 Personal incwne, 1987 $16,074 41 

Civilian labor force, 1987 (000$) 556 40 Cro$8 state product, 1086 $19,456 40 

Hanufacturert ihlpnents, 1986 $2,225 48 



FEDERAL 06LIGATiONS FOR RESEARCH AMD DEVELOPMENT IN NEVADA 
BY AGES'CY AND PERFORMER* 
f SCAL YEAR 1987 

(Dollars in Thousands) 



funding Agency 



Federal Industrial Univer. Other State £ 
Total In:ra<Twral Ftrift I Colleges Nonproftt L^^al Gov't 

$462,009 $76,509 $367,457 $17,352 $233 $458 



Department of Agriculture 2,343 719 

Department of Comerce 1,030 

•>artwit oi Defense 77,194 61,276 

^rtmertt of Energy 361,286 4,446 

c. of Health t Hutan Services 3,266 

Ov^.. of the Interior P,432 7,100 

Departtnent of Transportation 34 

Environmental Protection Agency 5,446 2,523 

Nat 'I Aeronautics t Space Adain. 9W 445 

National scienc* Foundation 2,009 



14 

12,343 
354,730 



219 
55 



1,624 
612 
3,570 
2,100 
2,993 
1,271 

2,923 
305 
1,954 



10 
223 



50 
20 
30 
4 
46 
14 
50 
18 
40 
45 



State Rank 23 
* Data as reported by rvrding agencies. 



24 



43 



42 



SOURCE: National Science Foundation, SRS 



MEW HAMPSHIRE STATE PROFILE 



PERSONNEL CHARACTERISTICS 



NEW 

HAMPSHIRE RAN< 



NEW 

KArfPSHIRE RANK 



FUKDING CHARACTERISTICS ($ nUhons) 



Scientists, 1986 12, -oO 39 

Engineers, 1986 12,000 34 

Doctoral scientists, 1987 1,305 46 

Doctoral engineers, 1987 207 44 

New S&E doctorates awarded, 1987 62 40 

Sll postdyctorates, 1987, in 

doctor-tegrant jng institutions 66 37 
SSE graduate studefits, 1937, in 

docrorate-granting institutions ^^86 45 



Federjl e;»pendi tures, 1987 $3,042 44 

Federal Rtt) obligations, 1V87 $83 40 

Industrial R&O per ijrojancc, 1985 $294 J2 
Ac&demic R£0 perforunce at 

doctorate-granting mstitutions, 1987 $48 39 

l 5J&0 perforrrance, 1985 $368 ji> 



Peculation, 1987 (000s) 1,057 40 

Civilian labor force, 1987 (000s) 588 38 



Personal incone, 1987 $lS,110 37 

Gross state product, 1986 $ i,5lS 42 

Manufacturers shiprtents, 19S6 $9,443 38 



FEDERAL OBLIGATIONS FOR RESEARCH A^D DEVELOPMENT 11^ NEW HAMPSHIRE 
BY AGENCY AND PFRFORMER* 
FISCAL YEAR 1987 

(Dol lars in Th ^ o 



federal Industrial 
Total Intranural Firns 



Univer. Other State & 
CoUogcs Nonprofit local Gov't 



FunJing Agency 

Departfiwnt of A9»"'cullure 
Department of Comerce 
Department of Defense 
D< 'irwrn of Energy 
Dept. of Health i Hunan Services 
Dept. of the Interior 
Department of Transportation 
Environrcnlal Protection Agency 
Not'. Aeronautics 4 Spare Adftjin. 
National Science Foundation 



$83,358 $19,006 $31,069 $32,732 



3,530 
275 
44,430 
984 
17,617 
l,So4 
182 
466 
8,706 
5.304 



1.592 
15,382 



1,780 
117 



135 



27,112 

103 

25 

3,067 
7^ 



1,938 
275 

\936 
984 
17,033 

346 
5,639 
i,497 



$355 



195 



40 

120 



47 
34 
33 
43 
37 
48 
40 
40 
25 
34 



Slate Rank 



Data as reported by funding agencies. 



36 



46 



SOURCE: Notional Science Foundation, SRS 



NEW JCRSEY S^ATE PROFILE 



NEW 

jeasEY 



PERSONNEL CHARACTERISTICS 

Client ists, 1986 
Eng»n€ers, 1986 

Ooctorsl scunttsts, 1987 
Do oral er>9inccrs, 1987 

Mcu SJE doctorates awaHed, •,987 



87,900 
97,900 

U,003 
4,224 

382 



S&E postdoctoretes, 1987, in 

doctorate-grant J og irstitutioos 507 
SlE graduate students, 1987, in 

doctorate-gr8ntin<j institutions 10,443 



13 
10 



FUNDING CHARNCTERISTICS ($ million) 

reCcrpl expenditures, 1987 
Federal R&D obligations, 1987 

InoustDol RS*) performance, 1985 
Acaoo'Ti'c R^ performance at 
doctorote-grantjnp institutions, 1987 

Total R&O performance, 1985 



NEW 
JE^SF* 



$23,031 12 

$1,115 15 

$5,547 4 

$216 17 

$6,722 3 



Population, 1987 (OOOsl 7,672 9 Persjoal inccne, 1y67 $153,961 8 

Civilian labor force, 1987 (000s) 3,966 9 Gross state product, 1986 $154,765 8 

Manufacturers shiprnents, 1986 $ 73,085 1 0 



FEDERAL OBLIGATIONS FOR RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT IH NfU JkKSCr 
BY AGENCY AND PERFORMER* 
FISCAL YEAR 1987 



(C- liars ;n Thousands) 







Federal 


Industrial 


Univcr. 


Othe*" 


State & 






Total 


In»^rtm;ral 


Firms 


& Colleges 


Nonprof 1 t 


Loca Gov't 


Rank 


Funding Agency 


$1,114,770 


$255,273 


$657,601 


$191,866 


$6,946 


$3,082 




Department of Agriculture 


3,941 


296 




3,630 


lb 




45 


Department of Conncrce 


11,205 


10,251 


77 


807 


10 


60 


8 


Dcparlft*e.ji of Oefense 


772,540 


210,64.', 


545,651 


15,369 


874 




15 


Oifpartment of Energy 


97,30. 




2,871 


94,430 






11 


Dept. of Health & Honan services 


57 723 


72 


4,512 


46,169 


5,231 


1,739 


23 


Dept. of the Interior 


3,b61 


3,015 




417 




129 


32 


Departtnont of Transportation 


29,742 


24,827 


3,601 


70 




1,154 


5 


Environr- Protection Ager.cy 


7,715 


5,360 


1,470 


845 


40 




12 


Nat'. A<. tcs & Space Attn n. 


81, '.33 


308 


/',057 


3,482 


86 




10 


Natura. Sc.-'nce Four>dal*on 


49,609 




21,117. 


26,647 


690 




8 


State Rank 


15 


12 


13 


11 


26 


8 





• Data OS rc^. ted by funding agencies. 



SOURCE: HatiofMil Science foundation, SRS 




NEu mex'co state p<;ofile 





NEu 




New 






MEXICO 


RANK 


MEXICO 


RAN< 


PERSONNEL CHARACTERISTICS 






FUNDING CHARACTERISTICS ($ millions) 




Sci-itists, 1986 


15 




Federal e-pendi tures, 1987 $7,366 


34 


E'^gincers, 1936 


1. 




Federal RfD obligations, 1987 $1,998 


9 


C.o:toral scientists, 1987 


941 


49 


Indust-ial R£0 performance, 1985 $690 $799 


21-22 


Doctoral engineers, 198/ 


54 


49 


Academic RiD performance at 










doctorate- grant i ng inst i tut t ons 1987 $128 


28 


New S£E doctorates a^ "rded, 1987 


132 


33 












Total R&O performince, 1985 $2,545-$2,654 


1112 


S&E postdoctoratei>, 1987, in 










doctorate-granting institutions 


75 


36 






S&E graduate students, 1987, in 










doctorate granting institut'ons 


2,8"5 


34 






Population, ',987 (COOs) 


1,500 


-7 


Personal income, 198"' 517 510 


38 


Civilian labor force, 1987 (OOOs) 


68r 


37 


Gross state product, 1986 $23,603 


38 








Manufacturers shipments, 1986 $3,776 


44 




FEDERAL OBLIGATIONS FOR RESEARCH AND DEVE' OPHEHT IN NEU MEXICO 










BY AGtNCY AND PERFORHER* 










FISCAL YEAR 1987 










(Dollars in Thousarxis) 








Federal Industrial Univer. Other State i 






Total 


Intramural F«rms & Colleges Nonprofit Local Gov't 


Rank 


Funding Agency 


$1,997,9"> 


$420,821 $832,564 $662,702 $11,404 $488 




Deparifx.-it of Agriculture 


4,!13 




1.916 - 2.397 


42 


Department of Comwrce 


46 




46 


44 


Department of Defense 


873,679 




■^02 312.570 '55.289 J. 477 41 




Department of Energy 


1,072.731 




»a2 567.719 497.801 6.329 


1 


Dept of Health t Human Services 


19,015 




2.530 14.930 1.451 104 


36 


Dept. of the Interior 


3.717 




3.357 89 ^34 J7 


31 


Department of Transportation 


383 




77 ■ :6 


33 


Erv! ronnental Protect j on Agency 


1.165 




973 192 


32 


Nat 'I cronautics £ Space Admin. 


17.456 




9,803 666 6,772 


20 


National Science Foundation 


5.474 




31 470 4.789 147 


33 


State Rank 


9 




9 10 4 23 41 





* Data as repv< ted by funding agencies. 



SOURCE: National Science Founaation. SRS 



O) 

o 



NEW 



STATE 



PROFILE 



».fW YORK RANK 



PERSONNEL CHARACTERISTICS 

Scientists, 1966 
Engineers, 198^ 

Doctoral scientists, 1987 
Doctoral engineers, 1967 



FUNDING CHARACTERISTICS (S nilhons) 



177,600 
184,300 

36,737 
5,137 



New SiE doctorates awarded, 1987 2,W8 

SiE pes tdoct orates, 1987, in 

doctorat** grant ing tnstituiioos 2,382 
StE graduate students, 1987, in 

doctorate granting institutions 41,265 



Federal expenditures, 1987 
Federal R&O obligations, 198/ 



t60,252 
J2,941 



Industrial RJD performance, 1985 17,019 
Academic R&D pcrfornvincc at 
doctorate-granting inSt > tenons, 1987 t1,l30 



Total RiO p^r*orrwsnce, 19S5 



t8,371 



Population, 1987 (000s) 17,625 
Civilian labor force, 1967 (000s) 8,662 



2 Perso,->ol incor*, 1987 S321,832 2 

2 Cross state product, 1986 1362,736 2 

Mof^ 'acturcrs shiprnents, 1986 tl38,122 5 



FEDERAL 061 t(!AT:ONS FOfi RESEARCH AMD DEVELOPMENT IN NEU YORK 
BY AGENCY AND PER'ORMER* 
FISCAL YEAR 1987 



(Dollars in Thousands) 







Federal 


Ipdusir lol 


Ln' vcr. 


Other 


State & 






Total 


Intramira'. 


F irfTS 


S Col leges Konp-of it 


LoCdl Gov't 


Rank 


Fur>d»ng Agency 


12,941,666 


1160,073 11,656,651 


1960,356 


1136,901 


1*.9,687 




Department of Agriculture 


22,667 


11,757 


10 


10,085 


595 




16 


Department of ""ociwrce 


1,170 




132 


1,038 






18 


Oepartinent of D'»fense 


1,616,650 


126,556 


1,621,065 


63,676 


3,155 




6 


Oepertinent of Energy 


600,371 


8,979 


200,227 


190,676 


688 


3 


3 


Dept. of Health * Hunan Services 


681,184 


1,662 


8,579 


507,963 


1.6,76^. 


66,655 




Dept. of the Interior 


6,196 


6,250 




1,964 






?0 


Oepartrent of Transportation 


7,556 


2,8^^7 


1,368 


1,087 


150 


2,162 


1.> 


Environriental Protection Agency 


9,502 




645 


6,670 


1,387 


6C0 


11 


Nat 'I Aeronautics I Space Admin. 


66,660 


6,304 


21,606 


16,662 




260 


16 


National Science Fo<jndation 


156,136 




1,221 


162,555 


lO.ill 


67 


3 


State Kank 


tt 


14 


3 


2 


3 


1 





^ Data as reported by funding agencies. 
SOURCE: National Science Foundation, SRS 




NORTH CAROLINA STATE PROFILE 



SORTH 
CAROLINA RA^K 



KCT'H 
CAROLINA RANK 



PERSONNEL CHARACTERISTICS 



fUKDiNG CHARACTERISTICS (1 rtiUlonS) 



Scientists, 1986 
Engineers, 1986 



37.000 
65,900 



22 

19 



Federal expenditures. 1987 
federal R&O obligations, 1987 



116,598 
1586 



16 
20 



Doctoral scientists, 1987 9,5>75 

uoctotal engineers, 1987 1,110 

NCk S&E doctorates owor'^od, 1987 696 

S&f pobtdoctorotcs, 1987, in 

aoctorjtc granting insiitution^ 771 
S&E graduate students, 19o7, in 

doctorate-g. ant mg insn tut 'ons 8.079 



13 Industrial R&D pcrforrrioncc, 1985 1797 21 22 

16 ACodcffljc R&D pcrforrwncc at 

doctorate granting in.»t i tut ions, 19S I3l6 11 

11 

Total R&D performjnce. 1955 11,193 22 



Population, 1987 (OuOs 6,613 10 Persona, nconx? 198/ 184,366 *3 

Civilian labor force, 1987 (000s) 3,276 10 Gross state product, "386 1100,961 13 

Manufacturers shipments, 1986 186,935 8 



FEDERAL OBLIGATIONS FOR ^''SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT IN NOTH CAROLINA 
8Y .^C^' and PERFORMER* 
FISCAL YEAR 1987 



(Dollars in Thousands) 







Federal 


Industrial 


Uni ver 


Other 


State & 






Total 


Intr amural 


F irms 


& Col leges Nonprofit 


LO(Al Gov't 


Rank 


Funding Agency 


1583,706 


J>;9.508 


1192.365 


1232.166 


$27,995 


11.672 




Department of Agriculture 


26.683 


13.627 


113 


11.163 






12 


Departoent of Coflir.rce 


756 


195 




689 




70 


26 


'^'^c>artncnt of Detcnse 


190,912 


35.764 


139.653 


12.670 


2.825 




26 


. partncnt of Energy 


6.123 




997 


5.126 






29 


Dept. of Health & Hunan Sv.rvices 


250.868 


55.312 


6.y ta 


168.616 


2l.2t3 


759 


6 


Dept. cf the In*er:or 


3.061 


2.712 




369 






36 


Depc^fTtent o' Transportation 


20.373 


33 


19.297 


671 




172 


7 


Envi ronnen'al Protect ion Agency 


56.669 


2 1 . 656 


25.331 


5.686 


1.412 


366 


1 


Nat'l croriutics & Spice kdjwn 


6.886 


353 


566 


3.520 


2.667 




27 


National Science Foundation 


25.597 


58 


1.510 


23,896 


28 


105 


15 


State Rank 


20 


16 


23 


9 


16 


15 





* Data as rcport'^^ by furriing agencies. 
SOURCE: Notions. Science ."oundation. SRS 



MO«TH OAroTA STATE PROflLf 



N09TH 
DAKOTA 



PERSOMNCL CKA'!ACTERISTICS 

Scientists. i;'86 
Engineers, 1986 

Doctor«( scientists, 1987 
Doctoral engineers, 1987 

Utv Si£ <fc>ctor&tes at^ardod, 1987 

%lt postdoctorotcs, 987, >n 
doctorste granting u '«t itut)cns 

$iE graduate students, "?87, in 
docto ate granting institutions 



4,700 
1,400 



2,284 
547 



MORTK 
DAKOTA JiKKK 



45 
49 



FUND INC CHARACTERISTICS <S millions) 

48 federal expenditures, 1987 S3, 002 

51 Federal RtO obligations, 1987 S29 

50 industrial iJD pciformance, S10 40 M 

54 AcadCTiJC RtO performance at 

•iociorate granting institutions, 1987 iJ9 i,Q 

45 

Total RSO perforfnance, 1985 157 45 51 



Population, 1987 <0( * 

Civilian labor force '987 (OOOs) 



672 46 Personal incone, 1987 
551 48 Cross state prodiJCt, 1V86 

Manufacturers shipnents, 198A 



18 777 
110,735 
12,281 



4? 
49 

47 



FEOCRAL oetJCAT V FO*; RESEARCH AND OEVELOPmCKT IK NOfiTH DAKOTA 
BY AGENCY AND PERFORMER* 
FISCAL YEAR 1987 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

Federal lnd>,:>trial Univer. Othrr State t 
. tal Introfflural Firns L Colleges Nonprofit Local Gov't 



Funding Agency 

Departrwnt of Agriculture 
Departfncnt of Corinerce 
Departfnent of Defense 
DepartfTK^rti of Energy 
Dept. of Health L Hoian Services 
Dept. of the Interior 
Department of Transportation 
Environrr^ntal Protect jon Agency 
Mat'l Aeronautics i Space Aci^in. 
National Science Foondat on 



t29,5Sl 120,545 

18,166 14,805 

614 6 

1 5o6 
6,585 
1,000 

68 

81 
1,167 



154 t8,409 



5,5U 



50 



20 



3,365 
94 
578 
155 
1,U8 
845 
950 
68 
61 
1,167 



1252 



232 



18 
53 
50 
49 
47 
^3 
2' 
u7 
SI 
49 



State Rank 



49 



39 



* Outa as reported by funding agencies 
SOURCE; Na»'onal Science fourxlatioo, SRS 



O) 



8. 



ERLC 



OHIO STATE PROFILE 



OHIO RANK 



rERSONNEL CHARACTCRISTICS 

Scientists, 1986 104,600 

Engineers, 1986 115,200 

Doctoral scientists, 1987 14 '29 

Doctoral engineers, 1987 5,255 

New SSE doctorates award^-d, 1937 777 

SSE postdoctorates, '987, in 

doctorate grant)ng institutions 657 

graduate students, 1987, in 

doctorate granting instm^t ons 19,540 



FUNDING CHARACTERISTICS (I millions) 

Federal expenditures, 1987 
Federal RiO obligations, 1987 



151,207 
SI, 864 

S2,847 



Industrial RJO performance, 1985 
Acadenic RiO perforrance at 
doctorate '-'■antj'y; institutions, 1987 1529 



Total iJlO perforf^nce, 1985 



15,688 



7 
11 



Population. 1987 (000s) 

C.vilian labor force, 1987 (000s) 



10,78s 7 rer>C'nal ir<ome, 1987 1156,826 7 

5,248 7 Gross state product, 1986 1176,102 / 

Manufacturers shipments, 1986 1145,559 3 



fCOvRAL OBLIGATIONS FOR RESEARCH AND 0EVELOPMC>.T lU OhIO 
BY AGENCY AND PERFORmCR* 
FISCAL YEAR 1987 

(Dollars in Tt.Ousarxi^) 









lr<}u\tr lol 


Uni ver 


Other 


State I 






Total 


> t' jl 


i i rr»s 


I Col leges 


Nor ^flt 


local '■'^v't 


Rank 


Fuf^ing Agency 


11,865,725 


5991.290 


Ur. '62 


1185.651 


U4.676 


12.36^ 




Departrent of Agriculture 


15,290 


5.71f 




7.566 




8 


24 


DcpartfTicnt of Conrr-?rce 


22i 




1 


221 






57 


0''partff*nt of Defense 


1.547.74? 


^ ^ 9'^6 


559.929 


25.780 


8.077 




10 


OeP^Jrtnent of Energy 


55.935 




24.87/ 


4.573 


4.665 




15 


Dept. of Health & Hirwn *,erv>i.« 


151.621 


lO.f jO 


5,504 


109 165 


28,557 


97 


9 


Ocpv 0* the Interior 


2.601 


2 1(S9 


27 


405 






42 


Oep<j'"tricnt of T ronspor tat 1 0f> 


7.050 


5.951 


1.208 


1V0 


49 


1.6;2 


14 


tnv 1 ror»Trf'ntol Protec t son Ager^cy 


52.0G9 


17.562 


11.^4 


2J75 


5s0 


138 


2 


Nat'l Aeronautics S, Spac A<lT'jn 


250.848 


154,^56 


59.8^9 


'l.U 


2.55s 


449 


7 


srttional ;>cience Foundation 


22.405 




273 


21.8V8 


234 




18 


St6te RanV 


n 


4 


15 


13 


9 


11 





* Lata a* reported by funding agencies. 
SOURCE: National Science Foundation. SRS 



6. 



^ OKLAHOMA STATC PROFILE 







RANK 




CtkLAHOKA 


RANK 


PCRSONNEL CKARACTEItlSTKS 




FUKOING CHARACTERISTICS (iaillions) 






Scfentitts. 1986 


23,500 


27 Federal expenditures, 1987 




$10,069 


29 


CnginMrt. 1986 


29,000 


26 Federal RU) obligations, 1937 




$102 


38 


Doctorti «clentUtt, 1987 


3,704 


30 Industiial RU) performance, 1985 




$304 


3\ 


Ooctorel eoglne«rt, 1987 


776 


'^7 A^sdetti c R&O performance ^t 












doctorate* grant ing inst< tut ions. 


1987 


$99 


30 


New doctorates awarded, 1987 




29 












Total fiSO ^itrforaance, 1985 




$443 


34 


SiE postdoctorates, 1987, in 












doctorate •granting InstUutlons 


142 


31 








SiC sraduate students, 1937, in 












doctorate* granting institutions 


4,460 


27 








Population, 1987 (000$) 


3,272 


27 Personal inccne, ^987 




$40,968 


27 


Civit^'y) tabor force 1987 (OOOsi 


1,564 


28 Cross state product, '^*' 




$49,814 


27 






Kanufacturers s^ipir !9&6 




$22,393 


22 




FEDErjkL OBLIGATIONS F(X RESEARCH AND DEVCLOPKENT IN 


OKLAHOKA 








BY AGENCY AMD PERFORMER* 












FISCAL YEAR 1987 












(Dollars in Thc^jsands) 












Federal Industrial Univer. Other 


State i 






Total 


intramural Finns I Colleges Nonprofit 


Local 


Gov't 


Rank 


rindir^ Agency 


$101,778 


$33,729 $21,432 $28 "^1 $17,262 




$554 




Depart* «nt of Agriculture 


12,253 


7,188 *- 4, 155 






26 


Departi> <t of Coomerca 


3,113 


2,738 ** 37-5 






13 


Department of Defense 


29,513 


11.287 16,671 1,S'j5 






34 


Departfnent of Energy 


13 523 


919 1,04i 4,508 7,055 






25 


Dept. of Health & Kunan Services 


16, <t^o 


202 8,843 6,£ 




202 


38 


Dept. ot the Interior 


3,225 


2,871 ** 169 




T85 


35 


Depa' t of Transportation 


5,368 


4,965 244 




159 


15 


E .^tal Protection Agency 


10,VM) 


3,128 3,059 1,124 3,043 




6 


10 


Nat'l jrooautics I Space kd^Ut. 


3,795 


635 *- 3,010 152 






32 


National Scfence Fotndation 


4.528 


215 4,309 4 






4? 


State Rank 


38 


30 36 40 17 




40 





* Data ti reported by funding agencies. 



SOURCE: National Scienca Foundatloti. SRS 



E^C 8, 



ORECOK STATE PROFILE 



OReCOM RANK ORCGOW RANK 



PERSONNEL CHARACTERISTICS 




FUNOUG CHARACTERISTICS 


($ ni It ions) 






Scientt&ts, 1986 


24 700 


26 federal expendj tures, 1987 




$7,532 




Engineers, 1986 


20 000 


29 Federal RU) obligations. 


1987 




$134 


34 


Doctoral scientists, *9S7 


i,568 


25 Industrial RSO performance, 1985 




$285 


34 


Docical engwjeers, 1987 


525 


32 Acaderaic RW) perfornance 


at 












doctorate-granting ;nsl 


tutions. 


1987 


$132 


27 


Neu SiE doctorates awarded, 1987 


198 


28 
















Total RiO perfor<nance, 1985 




$450 


33 


SSE posidoctcrates, 1987, in 
















doctorate- granting i nsi i tut ions 


196 


29 












SSE graduate students, 1987 in 
















doc t orate* grant ing inst i tut ions 


\ 728 


31 












Population, 1987 (000s) 


2,724 


30 Personal income, 1987 






$37,826 


30 


Civilian labor force, 1937 (OOOs) 


1,387 


30 Gross state product, 1986 




$41,278 


31 






Manufacturers 


shiprwnts. 


1986 




$21,733 


30 




FEDERAL 


08LICATI0I.S ^OR RESEARCH 


AND DEVELOPMENT IN 


OREGON 










BY AGENCY AND PERFORMER* 














FISCAL YEAR 


1987 














(Dollar. ^ Thousands) 














federal Indu'.trial 


Univer. 


Other 


State I 






Total 


Intranviral irns S 


Colleges 


Nooprof » t 


Local 


Gov't 


Rank 


runoing Agency 


$133 850 


$3T,5V $8,87T 


$77,572 


$15,047 




$843 




Oeparlmenl of Agricu.*jre 


20,366 


11,911 


8,445 






10 


16 


Dep&rlme'',t cf Coflmerct; 


1,349 


15T 


1,175 






23 


17 


Oeparlrwnl of Osfense 




52 i3 


7,545 








43 


Oepartneni of Energy 


5,873 


800 1,800 


3J53 






120 


31 


D4*pt. of Healtii & Hur^n Services 


48,576 


326 


■^3,190 


14,725 




335 


26 


Dept. <f the Ii>'''irior 


16,968 


15,157 )74 


,546 






91 


6 


Depdrtment of Transportation 


^ 915 




1,651 






264 


21 


Environmental P^'otect ion Agency 


6,27C 


3,537 140 


2.593 








16 


Nat 'I Aeronautics i Space Ad- i. 


3,103 


60 1,166 


1,^65 


312 






34 


National Science Foundation 


17,890 


1,171 


16,709 


10 






20 


State R 


34 


32 43 


27 


10 




.2 





* Data as reported tv funding Agencies. 



SOURCE: National Science Foundation, SRS 



PEMHSfLVAMIA STATE PROTILE 



PEhNSYLVANIA PANK 



PEX«SYLVAHIA RAJiK 



PERSONNEL CKAftACTERISTtCS 



FUHOIKC CHARACTER I ST iCS ($ (9 1 1 ions) 



Scientists, 19S6 
Engineers, 1986 



105,900 
117,800 



'*de-6. expenditures, 1987 
Federal R40 obi gaticns, 1987 



$38,053 
$1,682 



5 

12 



Doctoral scientists, 1987 17,943 

Doctoral engineers, 1987 3,636 

New SiE doctorates awarded, 1967 976 

S4E post doctorates, 1987, m 

doctorate-gr«tit ing instltuticns 7,186 
SiE graduate students, 1987, ;n 

doctorace-grant i.*^ institutior^s 18,272 



Indusi Rio pertorcaoce, 1985 $3,570 
Acadeaic ?S0 perfonnaice a: 
doctorete-granting institutions, 1987 t605 



Tottl RSO perforsar>^e, 1985 



^,348 



Pofxjlation, 1987 (CCOs) 

Ci-ilion labor force, 1987 (OOOs) 



11,9^ 5 Personal incox;, 1987 $178,995 6 

5,648 6 Cross state product, 1986 $183,559 5 

Manufacturers shipments, 1986 $108,277 7 



FEDERAL 09LIGATICNS «Ofi RESEARCH ANO DEVELOPvJENT I« PEKhSYLVAMlA 
BY A''€MCY A«0 PERFORHER* 
FISCAL YEAR 1987 

(Dollars in Thousands) 







Federal 


Industrial 


Univer . 


Other 


State i 






Total 


Intramural 


FlTflS 


i Colleges 


Monprofit 


Local Gov't 


Rank 


funding Agency 


$1,681,982 


:284,237 


$874,148 


$427,466 


$93,274 


$2,857 




DepartJnent of Agrtcy'-ure 


31,954 


23,560 


276 


7,990 


128 




7 


Department of Connerce 


919 


19 


5 


659 


233 




?4 


Department of Defense 


867,48'* 


195 '.21 


^S5,885 


K 566 


1 '0 




14 


Department of Energy 


298,317 


35,884 


246,892 


l5,-<75 


166 




5 


Dept. of Health t Hunan Services 


305,173 


72 


3, 35 


222.955 


76,645 


516 


5 


Dept. of the Interior 


30,136 


'>7,825 


208 


2,051 




52 


3 


Department ot Transports . ion 


jO' 


165 


3,040 


2,011 




2.289 


13 


Environr«r.:al 'Protection Age'^c^' 


4,547 




2,173 


2,095 


279 




20 


Nat 'I Aeronautics c Space Admn. 


68,9^' 


1,291 


60,018 


6,::o 


792 




11 


Haiional Science Fo<>xJ«»-ion 


66.998 




166 


61,914 


3,416 




7 


State Rank 




11 


11 


6 


6 


10 





* Data OS reported by fui«Jir^ ogencits. 



SOURCE : Naltonol Science Fotnoo 



ERIC 



RHODE IS L AMD STATE PROFILE 



RmXE 
iSLAhD 



RHODE 

ISIAO RA.HK 



PiRSCHHzL CHA;<ACTERISTICS 

Scientists. 1986 9.000 44 

engineers. 1986 7. COO 42 

Doctoral scientists. 1987 '.753 40 

Ooctcra' enqif>ecrs. 1987 484 33 

Mew SiE dc^f orators awarded. 1987 161 31 

SS£ postdoct -ates. 1987. in 

doctorote-granting institutions 111 33 
Sic graduate students. 1987. m 

doctorate sra'iting if^t> Ticns 2.074 37 



PfOlNG CHARACTER ISrirS ($ -sj 1 1 ions) 

Federal exp*ndi tures. 198? $3,453 42 

Federal PSO obligations. 1987 $365 26 

Industrial Rio perfcrjwnce. 1985 $198 35 39 
Academic RiO perforciance at 

doctorate'iranting institucions, T987 $66 36 

Total Rio pcffornance, 1985 $493 28 



Population, i987 (CCCs, 

Civilian labor force, 1987 (OGO^/ 



986 43 Personal incooe, 1987 
519 41 C-oss state product, 1936 

Hanufacturers sh lpt.■<^nts, I^L 



$15,140 
$15,205 
$8,429 



42 
44 
40 



Funding Agency 

Oeportrnerit r*' Agriculture 
Depa. tmcnt of Comcrce 
Uepartment of Defense 
Department of Energy 



FEDERAL CSIICATIOSS F'^ RESEARCH AMD DSvEL0PH8»iT IN RHXE l'»lKH:> 
3Y AGEJ.CY ASO PERff>RHER* 
FISCAL YEA<1 198/ 

(Dollars m Thousands) 

Federal Ind<jstrial Univer. Other State & 
r<tal Intraoral Firms & Colleges H^^nprofit i.ocal Gov't 

$365,390 $2^9.969 $70,148 $40,499 $13,796 $978 



1.165 
9»^1 
3K.163 
2.553 



Dept. of Health S Hunan Services 26 193 

Dept. (5f the Interior 1,5 5 

Oepartment of Tronsportat'O'^ 48 

Envir xtTiental Protect'^* A5 "Tcy 7.533 

Mafl Aeronautics A Space Adnm. 2.274 

Mational Science Foundation 12.935 

State Pe-.K 26 

* C,Aa as re;>orted by fi nding .gencies. 

SOURCE: National Scence Foiridation. SR*" 



3 

236.230 

•,481 

2.240 
15 



69.092 



A39 



30 



1.146 
931 
8.674 
2. SSI 
12.351 
84 

819 

12.181 



167 
7 

12.771 



23 
58 
7S4 



451 



51 
23 
20 
36 
31 
50 
43 
23 
37 
25 



SOUTH CAROLINA STATE PRO^IlS 



PERSONNEL CMAdACTERISTlCS 



SCUTh 
CAROL i MA UkK 



SOUTm 



FUVDIhG CKARACTERISTICS ($ ailUors) 



Scientists. 1986 20.000 30 

Engineers, 19?^ 22,900 20 

Doctoral scientists. 19S7 3,277 32 

Doctoral tr^\r€ers, 198 7 753 29 

New SiE doctorates awarded. 1937 129 54 

SiE postdoctorates. 1987, m 

doctorate-grant ioq institutions 102 34 
%it graduate st^jdents, 19C7, in 

doctorate grant jog inst I ttit loos 3,698 32 



feceral expend. rures, 1V87 $^0,383 27 

Federal RiO cbltgarjc-s 1587 35 

^J^lrial R£0 per*orTonce, 19S5 $W 2^ 
Ac3deoiw Rio pcrfcro^nce at 

doctorate -grant -nst 'tjt 'oos, *v87 $96 3' 

Tocal RiO perfon?ar>ce, 1985 ii7o 31 



Population, 1987 (OOOS/ 
Civilian labor force. 1987 (OCOs) 



3.425 2«. Personal inconc, 1987 
1.632 26 Gr=^j> state produC'., 1936 

Karxjfacturcrs shipnents, 1986 



$44,727 
$36,119 



23 
23 



FEOEUL OeilGATICNS FOR RESEA?CH A>«0 UEvEICPHE>*T IH SOOIH CAROLINA 
8Y AGEmCY ASO PERfORMER* 
FJSCAL YEAR 1987 

(Dollars in Thousands) 







Fed?ra' 


Industrial 


Unjvcr. 


Other 


Sta:e & 






Total 


Int'-ij'Tural 


FirTis 


I Co U egos 


Hofiprof 1 1 


Local Gov*: 


Ran 


Funding Agenry 


$123,640 


$'!,>J7 


J64,9S2 


$35,853 


$10,400 


$908 




Department of AgricultXjre 


11.72S 


0,^33 


30 


5,565 






23 


Dc-partment of Comerce 


1.037 


*62 


421 


384 




70 


19 


Departn>ent of Oefewe 


20,269 


2,785 


4,497 


'>,607 


10,400 




36 


Department of Energy 


61,049 




58,745 


2,:C4 






13 


Dept. of Health 4 Hir>a.1 Services 


20,324 




761 


18,9C!> 




658 


33 


Dept. of the Interior 


?.633 


2,446 




187 






41 


Oep«rtment of Tramportat ion 


176 










176 


Ul 


Envirornental Protection Agency 


516 






512 




4 


38 


Hat" ^e^onautlCS t Space Acinin. 


987 


1 


498 


483 






3'^ 


"ational Sc.ence foundation 


4,9- 






4.901 






35 


State Rank 


3j 


45 


51 


34 


24 


29 





* Data as reported b> funding agencies. 
SOURCE: Httiooal Science Fo^rvia* SRS 



ERIC 



SOUTH DA<0:a STATc 



? R 0 F : I E 



OAiCCTA RAK< DAKC'A 



P£RSC»»«*:L C-'aRACTERIST!^: ".ADIHG ',.--A^ACTERIS':CS <$"-l.,or ) 

Scientists, 1986 2, SCO 5: Fe< ^' ' expo-xJ :u'es, 19{'7 $2,66C 48 

Engineers, 1966 3,403 49 Fe<j. -.al R40 -satioos, :937 $13 ,1 

Oc-ctO'al ,C!entiSts, 193"' 1,1G3 I'xr.^vi'idi P£D po"^cf<jicc, i^iZ $7 «,0 51 

Doctoral erg neers, 2 5* Acado<r. c RiO pcrforna-'ce a' 

dcctcrote grai: -vj .n^i ivfons, $12 51 

Ne- S4E doc':-3tes a^a-^od, 1927 3C 47 

SiE poStdoctQ" , ,n 

docto'ate-grant j nsftut o'^s 6 -9 
S£E 5reA>ate stu«-'0':ts, '93?, t, 

^ytorate q-^nt^ng 'rstTiut'ons 656 46 



'iO -wfoT^-ce, '935 S?3 43 51 



Popt*iat.o< 1987 (OCCs) 709 45 Pc'sonal inca:^, *9S7 $8,373 48 

Civilian tabor force, 1y87 (CCOs) "55 45 Cr-^ss state product, 1086 $9,802 50 

Manufacturers shipnerts. 19^ $3,938 43 



FEDERAL CfiLICAHCkS ^CR RESEARCH AKO DEv6LC?y£>iT IS SOJTrf OAROT > 
8Y AGEKCY AsO PERFCRMHR* 
FISCAL Y?AR 19S7 

f Dollars ir^ '^cuiand ) 



''v/yj"'.g Agency 

Oepartmc-it of Agriculture. 
Department of Cocrwrce 
Department of Oe'cnse 
Ocpartrscnt of Energy 
DcPt. of Health £ H^nan Ser^ire:; 
Dcpr of the Interior 
Ocp3rt«;nt of Transpoi tat-cn 
c'^vironrricntal Protection Age'^cy 
Nat'l Aeronautics & Space Ad7iin. 
National Science Foond^tion 



Tota' 

$12,824 

4. fid 
52 
3 

100 
1.3^3 
5,282 
71 
118 
-9/ 

933 
51 



Federal Industrial Jmver. Other 
intra»TVjral Fir'TS i Colleges Sorprofit 



State Pank 
* Data as reported by funding agencies. 
SOURCE, national Science Foundation. SRS 



1,C31 
52 



138 
1.713 



V.435 
2.23^ 



'00 
425 
194 

110 

353 
953 



State i 
-.a. Gov't 



$622 



539 
12 
71 



43 
51 
51 
43 
24 

47 
'.5 
42 
50 



(. 



TENMESSEE SiAT£ Pi^OFILE 



TEMMESSEE U*iK 



PEftSONNE L CHAR ACT Eft I S 7 ! CS 

Scientists, t986 3;, 100 

Engineers, 1986 36,500 

Doctoral scientists, 1987 6,4^2 

Doctoral engineers, 1987 1,110 



FU»*DUC CHARACTERISTICS (S -nillicns) 



41 

22 



Keu SiE doctorates awarded, 1987 2;2 24 

S4E postdoct orates, 1987, \r. 

doctorate-granting institutions AID 19 
SIE graduate students, 1987, in 

doctorate granting instiiuticns 5,117 24 



FeGeral expendi twes, 1987 
Federal RiO cbhgatioos, KB7 



<732 



22 Indt'Strial R&O perfornaoce, I^^S $533 
17 Academic RSO perfornaoce at 

doctorate granting irstj tut ions, 1987 $*44 



$.?4 



17 
17 

34 

26 

27 



PopuUTion, 1987 ( 000s) 4,855 16 ?crsor>al incone, %87 S61,842 21 

Civilian labor forct, 1987 (OOCs) 2.336 18 Gross s:aie product, ^956 $^2,3:3 21 

Manufacturers shipments, 1986 $52,717 15 



FEO'=^Al. OeiiGAT.OKS FOR RESEARCH ASO 0Ev5lCPMH\T TESNfcSSEE 
BY ACENCY khO PERFORMER* 
FISCAL YEAR 1937 

(Dollars in Thousands) 







Fcdcrdl 


4ndustr?al 


Ut ver 










Total 


Intranoral 


Fir-ns 


A CoUegcs 


Korprof 1 t 


L0C.1L C"w't 






$73\962 


$125,090 


U72,353 


$120,466 


-til, 818 


$93*^ 




Dopd'tf^ent of Agncultu*"? 


6,702 


408 


7; 


6,053 






^9 


Departownf of Conncrcc 


720 


718 


2 








27 


Dfpai • of Defense 


357.107 


1l5,3i,8 


234.f^35 


6,924 






' ? 


Departn* 0* En^irgy 


226,851 


1,331 


203,036 


22,^94 


40 




7 


Dept. of Health i Hixian Services 


90,2^0 


2,782 


2,708 


72,426 


11,651 


6^3 


IB 


Dept. of the Intenc" 


2,661 


? 336 




325 






39 


Department of r«nsport«>tion 


4^^ 




42 


234 




158 




Environmental Protection Ag^^ncy 


20,054 




19,430 


490 




134 


; 


Nat* I Aeronautics v Space «ar.in. 


16,61^ 


i,692 


10,975 


2,9^.4 








Nationel Science Founu. v on 


10,612 


275 


1,701 


8,6^6 








State Ranic 


1/ 


13 




??. 









• Data as repo-tc<t by funding agencies 



SOURCE: Hanooal Science fcoodotio*!, SPS 



ERJC 



TEXAS STATE PROflLE 



TEXAS 



TEXAS RANK 



PER5C».tiEL ASACTERIS::CS 



FUOIkG CHARACTtRISriCi <$ nilliOO!,) 



Scientists, 1986 
Engineers, 1986 



131,600 
172,300 



Federal expenditures, 198^ 
Federal R&O obligations, 1987 



$47,504 
$2,261 



Doctoral scientis''s, 1987 
Doctoral engineers, 19S7 



19,283 
4,-M 



>ieu Sac doctorates awarded, 1937 1,110 

S£E postdoctor&tes, 1987, in 

doctors 5 q'' anting instixut>c.is 1,430 
Sic gre{*i*a:e ,tuoents, 1987, m 

doctorate grar 'ing mst 1 tux lo-^^ 23,628 



3 Indusfial R&D pcrf0rfii3r.ce, 1725 $3,492 
3 Acadecic Rio perfornance ot 

•ctorate- granting .ns: i tut ions, ""987 $811 



Total R&O performance, 1985 



$4,372 



f'opiilatior, 198/ C- C^) 



16,789 



Civilian labor force, 1987 (COOs) 8,265 



3 Porsvt^* inconc, 1987 $231,085 3 

3 'ross state product, 1986 $303, 5l0 3 

H?nufactu'-ers sh'pr>ents, 1986 $U8,932 2 



►EOERAL OSLIGATiONS fCfi RESEARCH AND DEVcLCPHfs- IN TEXAS 
BY AGENCY AND PERF0Sf*5R* 
FISCAL YEAR 1987 



(Dollars 



Thoussnds) 







Federal 


Industrial 


Ufn ver. 


Other 


St,- e i 






Total 


Infa/Tural 


f 1 rns 


& Col l».scs Wonp'of 1 1 


Loca Gov't 


Rar) 


Fu-vii rg Agency 


$2,2M,C80 


$^ 803 $1,498,648 


$371,867 


$43,140 


$6,622 




OepartfTcnt 0*^ Agnculti^f 


41, 9d: 


29,634 




12,178 


117 




4 


D?Dart"i>ont of Comnerco 






53 


692 


2', 2 




21 


Oeoartn^nt c' Defense 


1,5i^ 


33, "^06 


1,339,421 


47,131 


9,189 




7 


Cep^rtrnon: of Energy 






406 


15,686 


1,595 




2r> 


Cept. of Health A Hi-frvm Services 


250,430 


439 


3,246 


23 ,459 


11,206 


1,080 


7 


Dept of the Inter'or 


4.592 


4,012 


31 


549 






26 


Oeotirtryjitt of Transportation 


11, 216 


302 


1,«17 


1,717 


1,957 


5,423 


9 


tn^( ' ronrvintal Protection Ag^'^-y 


15,6^5 




10,999 


3,3^4 


1.2f.O 


82 


9 


Nst'L Arrv^i^'ici i. SpiiCC A'lnn 


3<.5,41') 


167,710 


142,418 


18,027 


17,355 




3 


N^tio-^al Science Foundation 


38.s;r 




257 


36,Cv4 


219 




n 


State Rani. 


7 


10 


4 


8 


10 


3 





Data as reported by furri-nj og'^nces 



SOLi.<CE Jjatjcnal icier-ce Foundotioo, SRS 



0> 
0> 



UTAH STATE PROFILE 



UTAH 



RANK 



PERSONNEL CHARACTER 1ST Its 

Scientists. 1986 
Engineers, 1986 

Doctorel scientists, 1987 
Doctoral engineers, 198 

New S&E doctorates aysrded, 1987 

S4E pos ^doctorates, 1987, in 
doctorate -granting insiiiutiors 

S&E graduate students, 1987, in 
doctorate -granting institutions 



FUNDING CHARACTERISTIC (S millions) 



15,900 35 Federal expenditures, 1987 
18, J 32 Federal Rio obligations, 1987 



3,206 34 
1,024 21 

217 27 



214 27 
4,343 30 



Industrial R£0 performance, 1935 
Acodem?c r&O performance at 
f xtoratcgrant irig inst i tut :ons, 1987 

Total R&O Derform6(»ce, 1985 



$5,705 36 

i427 24 

$317 29 

$121 29 



$491 



50 



Population, 1987 (000s) \680 
C!vilien labor force, 1987 C000&) 757 



35 Personal inconc, 1987 

35 Groi. state product, 1936 

Manufacturers shipments, 1986 



$18,894 
$2i , 00^ 
$10,389 



36 
37 
36 



FEDERAL OeLIGATICNS FOR RESEARCH AKD DEVELOPMENT IN UTAH 
Br AGENCr AND PERFORMER* 
FISCAL rEAR 1987 



(Dollars in Thousands) 

Federal Induslr.al or,:^cr. Other State i 
Total Introffwral Firms t CoKoges Nooorofit Local Gov 



Funding Agency $427,199 

Department of Agriculture 9,672 

Depart nent of Comerce 242 

Department of Defense ?37,273 

Deportment of Energy 5,866 

Dept. of Health t K^>n Services 44,468 

Jcpt. of the Interior 10,717 

Departmt ,v of Transportation 189 

Environme.ital Protection Agency 1,419 

Nat 'I Aeronautics & Space Aduin. 6,291 

National Science Foundation 11,042 

State Rank 24 

• Data as reported by funding 6genci«. 



6,667 



82,500 



9,813 



$255,391 


$69,761 


$2,209 


$672 






3,005 






33 


10 






232 


35 


247,026 


7,736 


11 




19 


165 


4,841 


880 




30 


3,715 


39,224 


1,268 


261 


29 




842 




62 


r. 




72 




.17 


39 




1,369 


50 




30 


4,212 


1,893 






28 


263 








27 


21 


28 


34 


35 





SOURCE Nat*on«l Science Fo<i?iJ"»t ion, SRS 



Er|c 



VERMONT STATE PROFILE 



VERMONT RANK 



VERMONT RANK 



PERSCNNE' 'ARACTERISTICS 

Scientists, 1956 J, 700 

Engineers, 1986 7,900 

Doctoral scientists, 1957 1,468 

Doctoral engineers, 1987 206 

New S^E doctorates awarded, 1987 27 

S£E postdoctorates, 1987, ;n 

doctorate granting institutions 59 
S&E graduate students, 1987, in 

docvurate-grant ing mst.t tions &05 



51 
46 



FUNDING CHARACTERISTICS ($ millions) 

49 Federal expenditures, 1987 $1,474 
47 Federal R&O obligations, 1987 UO 

^2 Industrial R4D perfonnance, 1985 ^ 35-39 

45 AcadefT"" R&O performance at 

doctorate-granting institutions, 198*^ $32 43 

48 

^or I R&O perform.-»nce, 1985 $237 $288 39 U£ 



Population, 1987 (000s) 548 49 Personal inco(fte, 1967 $^708 50 

Civilian tabor force, 1987 (OOUs) 296 49 Gross state product, 1986 se,636 51 

Manufacturers shipments, 1986 $4,153 42 



FEDERAL OBLIGATIONS FOR RESEARCH AMD DEVELOPMENT IN VERMONT 
AGENCY AND PEftFCRMrR* 
FISCAL YEAR 1987 

(Dolla'-'. in Thousands) 







Federal 


Industrial 


Univer. 


ether St?te t. 






Total 


I ntromural 


Fi ros 


& Colleges Nonprofit Local Gov't 


Rank 


Funding Agency 


$39,564 


$3,710 


$12,054 


$23,333 


$327 jno 




Department of Agriculture 


3,435 


1,46^ 




1,969 


4 


48 


Department of Ccrmerce 


76 


76 








4? 


Department of Defense 


12,284 


7£4 


11,310 


^50 




42 


DepdrtiTtent of Energy 


208 






208 




48 


Dept. of Health £ Hunvir Services 


19,993 




152 


19,577 


258 6 


34 


Dept. of the interior 


1,S57 


1,448 




102 


7 


51 


Department of Transportation 


75 








75 


45 


Envi rofYVjntal Protecticn Agency 


78 






60 


18 


46 


Net 'I Aeronautics i Space Admiii. 


587 




558 


29 




4^ 


National Science Foundation 






64 


1,138 


69 


4o 


State Rank 


46 


50 


42 


41 


43 51 





Oiita as rcportoo by fu*xiif)g agencies. 



National Science Fouxiation, S>>S 



VIRCIMIA STAT£ PROFILE 



VIRGINIA RANK 



VIRGINIA RANK 



PERSONNEL CHARACTERISTICS 

Scientists, 1966 59,400 11 

Engineers, 1986 52,700 14 

Doctoral scientists, 1967 10.281 12 

Doctoral engineers, 1967 2,574 9 

New SiE doctorates -Jwardcd, 1987 391 13 

StE postdoctort s, ^967, in 

doctorate* granting instJti.tions 395 20 
SU graduate stuc^ent:*, 787, in 

doctorate- granting institutions 10,371 11 



FUNDING CHARACTERISTICS (S (nilhons) 

Federal exptrndi tures, 1987 $31,392 6 

Federal R4D obligations, 1987 $2,293 6 

Industrial R&D perfortnance, 1985 $800 20 
Academic RiO performa" 

doctoralcgronting institutions, 1987 $207 19 

Total r 3 pcrforrancc, 1985 $1,947 16 



Population, 1987 (000s) 

Civilian labor force,, 1967 (000$) 



5,904 12 Personal income, 1987 $96,361 11 

2,989 13 Gross state product, 1986 $104,155 11 

Manufacturers shipnents, 1986 $47,346 17 



FEDERAL '^3LiGATI0KS FOR RESFARCH /ND DEVELOPMENT IN VIRflNIA 
BY AGENCY AND PEkFCfiMER* 
FISCAL YEAR 198? 

(Dollars in Thousands) 







Federal 


Industrial 


Univer 


Other 


State 4 






Total 


Intromurftl 


Fi rrr> 


t Colic 


onorof 1 t 


Local Gov't 


Rank 


Funding Agency 


$2,292,742 


$883 844 $1,158,094 


$120,9?7 


$124,^30 


$5,137 




Department of Agriculture 


7,955 


1.23.« 


21 


6,700 






37 


Department of Ccmerce 


3.442 


433 


2,317 


692 






12 


Department of Defense 


1,771.443 


697.941 


961.173 


10,884 


101,445 




5 


Department of Energy 


cj 588 


5.084 


6.752 


11,752 






19 


Dept. of Health ( Hunan Services 


85,c^8 


915 


16.024 


63,205 


4,847 


247 


1 J 


Dept. of the Interior 


31,131 


24,792 


5.6S8 


563 


74 


44 


1 


Department of Transoortatiw, 


37,536 


10,799 


18,645 


55 


7,130 


907 




Enviroomentat Protect i on Agency 


31,433 




29,307 


1,4?6 


70 J 






Nat* I Aeronautics & Space Admin. 


281,002 


139,122 


117,581 


10,600 


9,842 


3 8*;7 


5 


National Science Foundation 


19,974 


3,524 


616 


15,110 


642 


8^ 


19 


State Cann 


6 


5 


7 


?o 


4 


5 





* Data ai reported by funding agencies. 



SOURCE: National Science Foundation, SRS 



ERIC 



WASHINGTON STATE PROFILE 



WASHINGTON RANK 



WASHINGTON RANK 



PERSONNEL CHARACTERISTICS 



FUNDING CHARACTERISTICS ($ millions^ 



Scientists, 1986 
Engineers, 1986 



54 , 800 
71,900 



12 
11 



Federal expenditures, 1987 
Federal R&O obligations, 1967 



$17,619 
$1,879 



15 
10 



Doc. oral scientists, 1987 8,082 15 

Doctoral engineers, 1987 1,524 14 

New S&E doctorates awarded, 1987 387 14 

SSE postdoctorates, 1987, in 

doctorate-granting institutions 647 12 
Z&l graduate students, 1987, in 

doctorate granting institutions 5,498 22 



Industrial R&O pcrforriaoce, 1985 $2,183 
Acadcaic RiO performance ot 
doctorate granting institutions, 1987 $236 



Total R&O performance, 1985 



$2,596 11-12 



Population, 1987 (000s) 

Crilian labwr force, 1987 (000s) 



4,538 18 Porbonal income, 1987 
2,254 20 Gross state product, 1986 

Manufacturers shipments, 1986 



$70,091 
$77,683 
$42,310 



18 
16 
20 



FEDERAL OBLIGATIONS FOR RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT IN WASHINGTON 
BY AGENCY AND PERFORMER* 
FISCAL YEAR 1987 

(Dollars in Thousands) 







Federal 


Industrial 


Univer. 


Other 


State i 






Total 


Intramural 


Firms 


& Colleges Nonprofit Local Gov't 


Rank 


Funding Agrn v 


$1,878,635 


$1'" 463 


1=1,470,206 


$191,449 


$91,423 


$3,089 




Department of Agrtcua^re 


20,901 


13,225 


170 


7,501 






15 


Dtpartment of Cocnierce 




43,250 


1,194 


1,267 




160 


3 


Department of Defense 


1,410, 


46,152 


1,332,338 


30,933 


7,1 




8 


Oepartmr*nt of Energy 


160,315 


2,695 


104,050 


0,723 


44,84 




9 


Otpt. of Health & MuTkan Services 


150,278 


6S*i 


5,174 


105,286 


38,3 


19 


10 


:iept. of tne Interior 


14,611 


14,140 




418 


2 


51 


8 


Department of Transportation 


1,987 


2 




146 




1,839 


20 


fnvtrcnmcAtrpi Protection Ag^-.icy 


4,180 


1,855 


926 


M79 




220 


21 


N ^ ' I Aeronautics & Space hdm n. 


30,316 


112 


25,729 


7,380 


95 




15 


National Science FcK^ndation 


33,285 


86 


625 


31,616 


958 




13 


State Ran 


10 


19 


5 


12 


7 


7 





'^ata as reported by funding agencies. 



SOURCE: National Science Foundation, SRS 
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T VIRGINIA STATE PROFILE 



PERSONNEL CHARACTEftlST'.wS 



UESi 
VIRGINIA 



WEST 
VIRGINIA RAKK 



FUNOIMG 'IHARACTERISTICS million;) 



ScientUt«« 1986 
Eogfneers, 1986 



11,000 
8.500 



41 



Fed«ral expenditures, 1987 
federal Rio obhgatioos, 1987 



$5,325 

sn6 



38 

36 



Ooctorat scientists, 1987 1,59C 41 

Ooctorat engineers, 1987 310 39 

New $&E doctorates owdrded, 1987 51 43 

SJE postdocrorhtes, 1987, m 

docioratec --nting institutions 47 40 
StE graduat* students, 1987, in 

doc? •ate-gr-nting institutions 1,617 39 



Industrial R&O performance, 1985 S94 $24? 35 39 

Academic RiO perforrMnce at 

doctorate-granting institutions, 1987 $27 47 



Total RiO performance, 1985 



$153 $301 39 " 



Population, 1987 (COOs) 1,897 34 Personal inconc, 1987 $20,791 .5 

Civilian labor force, 1987 (000s) 70 36 Gross state product, 1986 t24,096 36 

Nanufacturei s shipnents, 1986 $10,736 35 



FEOERAL OeLICATIOMS fOR RESEARCH ANO OEVELOPHENT IN WEST VIRGINIA 
Br ACENCr ANO PERFORMER* 
FISCAL YEAR 19B7 

(Ooltars in Thousands) 



Federal Industrial UiMver. Other Siate & 
Total Intramural Firms t Collects Nonprofit Local Gov 



Funding Agency 

Oepartraent of Agriculture 
Department of Ccrrnerce 
Oepartment of Defense 
Depart«ient of Energy 
Dept. of health t Hunan Services 
Dept. of the Interior 
Oepartment of Transportation 
Enviromental Protection Agency 
NatM Aeronautics & Space At^tm 
National Science Foundation 



$115,853 $56,605 $28,941 $29,214 



11,551 

23,750 
42,966 
12,138 
7,002 
360 
35S 
744 
16,987 



State Rank 36 
* Oata as reported by fuvltng agencies 
SOURCE: National Science Foundation, $fts 



8,959 

986 
35.467 
5,622 
5,567 



21,680 
6,752 



509 



2,592 

1,084 
747 
5,90^ 
1,235 
76 
355 
235 
16,987 

39 



$333 



333 



280 

200 
280 



29 

5: 
35 
16 
40 
15 
34 
41 
44 

21 
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WISCONSIN STATE PROFILE 



UISCOKSIN RANK 



WISCONSIN RANK 



PERSOMWFL CHARACTERISTICS 



FUNDING CHARACTERISTICS ($ millions) 



Scientists, W86 ^0,800 

Engineers, 1986 45,800 

Ooctorol scientists, 1987 7,141 

Oxi^yral engineers, 1987 RiS 

New SiE doctorates awarded, 1987 516 

SIE postdoctcrates, 1987, n 

dortorate gr.inting mstituUoos •♦96 
SiE groduAte students, 1987, in 

doctorate granting institutions C,218 



21 federal *>xpcrri> tures, 1987 $12,^9? 
20 Federal iO ob.igation^, 1987 $2C4 

17 'ndustnal RiO per f ortianCf , T9S5 
r5 AOdo-riC PiO pcr'orrr^j'xe at 

doctorate grAnting ir>sn t jt i cn^,, 1937 

10 

Tot.^1 ftiO pcT'crr-j <f>, HSS 



%303 



25 
30 



25 

n 

$944 2i 26 



Population, 1987 (000s) 

Civilian labor 'orce, 1987 (OOOs) 



4,807 17 Personal ^ncwe, 1987 
2.4? 16 Cross state prod-^t, 1986 

Ka'^ufacturers shipments, 1986 



$70,<.63 
$76,9?* 
$64,130 



17 
17 
12 



FEOERAL OBLIGATICNS FOR RESEARCH ANO 0£V£LOPM£NT IN WISCONSIN 
BY AGENCY ANO P£RF0RH£R* 
FISCAL YEAR 1987 

(Oollars in Thousarxjs) 







Federal Industrial 


Univer. 


Other 


State t 






Total 


IntrftTural 


F 1 rms 


& Col leges Norprof < t 


Local Gov't 


Rank 


Funding Agency 


$204,462 


$21,745 


$16,726 


$162,454 


$2,829 


$728 




Oepartment of Agriculture 


23,97l 


14, "^65 


165 


9,040 






13 


Oepartment of Commerce 


1,634 


467 


8 


1,15C 






16 


Oepartment of Oefense 


13,378 


375 


3,077 


9,73? 


194 




40 


Oepartment of Eno'gy 


13,287 




300 


12,987 






26 


Oept. of ncalth & Hu Services 


99,446 


43 


1,196 


95,328 


2,498 


381 


17 


Oept. ot the Interior 


6,172 


6,034 




117 




21 


21 


Oepartment of Transportation 


556 




66 


316 




174 


30 


Environmental Protection Agency 


2,129 




827 


1,?C2 




100 


?8 


Nat 'I Aeronautics £ Space Acinin. 


18,S60 




10, /55 


7,764 






18 


National Science Foundation 


^^,350 




352 


24,809 


M7 


52 


1c 


State Rank 


30 


38 


37 


V, 




34 





• Oata as reported by f'jfxiiog agenoes. 



SOURCE: National Science Foundation, SPS 



UTOMIMC STATE PtOFILE 



UrOHING RANK 



UrCHiNG RAMK 



KROWNEL CHARACTERISTICS 

Scientists. 1986 3,400 5C 

Engineers, 1986 3,6U* 48 

Doctoral scientists, 1087 767 51 

Doctoral engineers, 1987 104 47 

New Si£ doctorates "^rtl^-d, 1987 43 44 

StE post doctorates, 1987, in 

doctor ate* granting institution:; 18 47 
StE gradtiate sttidents, 1937, in 

doctor ate- granting institutions 73V 47 



FUNDING CHARACTERISTICS it nilUons) 

Federal expenditures. 1987 $1,535 50 

Federal RU) obligations, 1987 S23 50 

Industrial RtO performance, 1985 $3 40-51 
Academic RSo performance at 

doctorate-g< ant''^ institutions, 1937 $17 49 

Total R&O perforaance, 1985 $27 43-51 



Population, 1987 (000$) 
Civilian labor force, 1987 (000s> 



490 51 Personal incorae, W87 $6,256 51 

240 51 Grose state product, 1986 $11,683 48 

Manufacturers chlpeients, 1986 $1,835 51 



FeOCRAL OeilGATIONS FOR RESEARCH AKO DeVElOPMENT IK VrOHlNG 
BY AGENCY AND PERF0(1k£R* 
FISCAL YEAR ^?87 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

Federal Industrial Univer. Other State & 
Total Intranural Firas t Colleges Horprofit local Gov' 



Funding Agency 

Department of AgrtvjUure 
Department of Cocnerce 
Depsrtinent of Defense 
Dcpartnent of Energy 
Dept. rf Health t Hunan Services 
Dept. of the Interior 
Department of Transportation 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Nat 'I Aeronautics & Space Aci^in. 
National Science Fomlation 

State Rank 



$23,453 $8,146 



5,477 

1.296 

6,961 
1.156 
4.45S 
74 
135 
511 
3.408 

50 



3,766 
86 

3,519 



$0 $8,634 



435 
620 
918 
396 

135 
511 
3,408 

48 



$6,341 



6,341 



$332 



218 
40 
74 



40 
<1 
48 
23 
49 
27 
46 
44 
4£ 
40 



28 



* Data as reported by finding agencies. 



SOURCE: National Science Foundation, S9S 
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